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has attempteth any thing for this Publick, lfpeciall if it 


| pertain to Religion, and to the opening and clearing of the Word 
of God) the ſame ſetteth himſelf upon a ſtage to be glouted upon 


by every evil eye; yea, he calteth himſelf headlong upon pikes to 


be gored by every ſharp tongue. For he that meddlerh with mens 


religion in any part, medd'eth with their Cuſtom, nay, with their 
Freehold ; and tho' they find no content in that which they have, 
yet they cannot think of altering. 
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Dr. SHARP'Ss REVIEW, Ge. 


T was with no ſmall degree of impatience we 
waited for Dr. Sharp's Annotations on Mr, 
Hutchinſon's Diſcoveries, which the world had 
long been in expectation of, from ſome general hints 


the learned Gentleman was pleaſed to throw out 


on the publication of Mr. Catcott's Sermon, with 


that applauſe and uncommon mark of Approba- 


tion, by the Gentlemen of Briſtol, at the Aſſizes 


there before the preſent Lord Chancellor in the 
_ year 1735. 'This Sermon gave an alarn.— It 


was fitting therefore the Cauſe ſhould be underta- 
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ken by a perſon of abilities to make the beſt of. 
it, and whole ſtation in life and reputation alſo 
might demand the publick attention to what he 


ſhould pleaſe to lay before them: and according- 


ly the Rev. Doctor undertakes it, and in the year 
1751 publiſhes 27 . Diſſertations on two words ex- 
plained by Mr. Hutchinſon, which he repreſents as 


Corner Stones, and the very vitals as it were of 


Mr. Hs whole Sy/tem, miſtaking a branch for 


the root of the Tree, and a pinnacle or two of 
the Temple for the pillars it ſtood upon. All the 
advantages that could be defired lay on the fide 
of the Diſſertator, and accordingly the Doctor's 
performance muſt be allowed to be as compleat 

and perfect as the moſt mature conſideration, great 
learning and the advice and aſſiſtance of friends 
could render it. It ſmooths its way in a Dedica- 
tion; beſpeaks the reader's favour, and makes its 
Apology in a Preface; it puſhes the objections al. 


moſt farther than they will bear, in two ſet Diſ- 


caſion, and attended the learned Objector thro” 


every Argument as far as he was to be underſtood 


by me; for ſome Things there were, I did not 


then, and after ſeveral ſubſequent peruſals cannot 


yet andteorttind and was in hopes I had given no 
offence, but managed the Controverſy with that 


Temper and Moderation that migh t be' reaſonably 


expected: 


Pr | 
FUR | 


_ courſes ; it reviſes and ſupplies what was wanting 
or had flipt notice, in long Notes, and an Appen- 
dix, which is fill further ſupplied by an Adden- 
da; and there is yet a multa defiderantur. I did 
myſelf the Honour to take up the pen on this oc- 
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expected; and can ſay with equal Sincerity by the 


Doctor what he does by Mr. C. that I am not 


conſcious I have made one perſonal Reflection upon 
him, but treated him with all due Reſpect ana De- 


cency. And yet find by the general Caſt of The | 


Review and Defence, juſt publiſhed, and ſome 
controverſial Compliments here and there, and a 


few getours common to the /f5-calm Diſputant, 


that I am not ſo happy as I was in hopes I had 


been, having a greater ſhare of the Doctor's re- 
ſentment than of that humour or VEA01OV which 
makes ſo good a figure, and takes up fo much of 


his time in the Diſſertations; but I ſhall not en- 


deavour to inflame, nor enter into the litigious 


cation of the argument ſhall ſeem to me to re- 
quire it. COT on 


Mr. Kalmar, a foreigner, has publiſhed three 


ſmall tracts in defence of the Diſſertation, allo; 


a Gentleman not quite ſo much maſter of our 


tongue, and his own temper, as were to be wiſh- 
ed; he has picked up a little bad Eugliſb, and is 
very free with it ; and abuſes his Opponents in all 


the variety of terms he 1s maſter of: but he ſeems 
to have more Sincerity than good Manners; and 


the groſſneſs of his language to be owing to his 


want of a choice of words, and ignorance in our 


phraſeology, and happineſs of Embelliſhment in 


dreffing up a Sentence, and ſaying more than 


you would be charged with doing; for a Man of 
more artifice ſhall vent as much Spleen without 


ring one ill word, as another ſhall diſcover in 
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the fou! cſt language; and tho you do not hear 
him openly call names and abuſe, you ſhall per- 
ceive by a very caſt and turn of expreſſion, that 
he inwardly does ſo, 
The Doctor tells us, Review p. 2, that he was 
for ſome time determined to make no reply to 
what myſelf and two others have wrote in anſwer 
to his objeRions, but leave the diſpute to the de- 
cifion of the Reader, whoſe judgement in his fa- | 
vour he thought himſelf ſecure of, upon a per- 
uſal of both ſides. And a great part of the diſ- 
pute muſt yet be left there where he thought to 
have left the whole, for the Review only dips here 
and there, and culls out what was thought caſieſt 
to be played upon; and the merits of the Cauſe, 
as ſar as it relates to the ncaning of the important 
word in diſpute, are almoſt wholly paſſed by. Ie 
happened alſo in a very ſhort time after, that Mr. 
Kalmar, a learned forcigner, publiſhed bis defence 
of the Deftor's Diſeeur| "ſes, which though he did 
Sirfpoſe his opponents would affect to "af "egard, 
yet it contains many good obſervations; but 
not a word have we of the bad ones, or foul 
treatment; and ſuch as the Doctor bad enter'd. 
his Caveat againſt ; all this being covered by his 
Ignorance in the Engl 765 tongue, and Zeal for a 
wood ane, 
I hbave ſaid in my Anſwer to the Diſcourſes, that 
I looked upon the Aßpendix as the work of ano- 
ther hand; which was my real opinion then; 
but it ſeems Jam miſtaken, it being purely the 
Doctor's 97 2 both ; in dc/ig 1 and execution, which 


f 2 1 an 


* 
Ant 1 a * = 
r 8 = : 1 2 . . 2 6 N 8 e 
. CD OE A 8 EE RI a > OO” ˙ .! ²ͤ I OI OR tes” JET ͤmU⏑?ꝛꝰ eee RR 
- — ee E ˙ I Sc oi 4 a8 * eas oy N 8 


Jam ſorry for, and aſk pardon for attempting 


to deprive him of the Credit of it. It was upon 
cConjecture indeed that I did ſuppoſe ſo; and up- 
on what elſe but conjecture does the Doctor 
charge the Anſwer to the Modeſt Apology to me 
as my Work? In aſcribing the Appendix and 


ſome other parts of the Doctor's book to another 
Author, I had no defign to give offence; and if 


the reaſoning | in them which T have endeavoured 
to explain, does not deſerve the reſentment I have 
done it with, the blame will light upon me; 
tho J hope that reſentment, which would as pro- 
perly have been called Contempt, is not too high. 
Diſputation is apt to inflame, and if the greateſt 
Care be not taken, the ſparks will burſt out; but 


heat is no leſs heat for being ſtifled within, nor 


Anger leſs Anger for reſting i in the boſom. But 
to the Subject. 


The Antiquity of the Hebrew tongue, on 
which a great deal depends in this diſpute, is moſt 
ſtrenuouſly denied by ſome learned perſons now | 


living, whoſe Sanction Dr. Sharp boaſts of, as 
well as whoſe aid and aſſiſtance he has made uſe 
of: and whence his Diſſertations have derived that 
Correctneſs and Ujefulneſs they ſo juſtly boaſt of, 


Preface p. 19. theſe learned Mercuries, having 
pointed out to him the way of amending what they 


judged amiſs, p. 20. but in this material point 


almoſt all the learned before them have judged 
differently from them. Human authority is a 
treacherous and inadequate guide to a Searcher 
After Truth; but as it is only to oppoſe authority 

0 


* 

« 

| 
: 
* 
* 

Ly 
£ 


= 
1 
7 1 
Wt 
x 
I 
| 
4 


< 
BY 
| Cc 


54 


cc 


ce 


(6) 


to authority, I ſhall beg leave to cite the judici- 
ous Leigh, and the famous Hulſſus againſt them, 
andthe judgement of our own Church, or of the 


Heads of it, as ages. of a higher Autho- 
rity. 
=—The Apoſile excepteth 1 2 eee not the 


Hebrew the antienigſt. The T; N (of our 
Bible) 70 the Reader. 


The judicious Leigb in his Prefaces to his He- 


brew and Greek Critica Sacra, 


Hebrew, the moſt antient and holy tongue; 3 
for antiquity it 15 the tongue of Adam; for ſanc- 
tity it is the tongue of God. In this tongue God 
ſpake to the Prophets and Patriarchs; in this 
tongue the Angels ſpoke to Men ;——how many 


cc 


40 


ptoper Names in the Scripture are derived from 
the Hebrew, and how fignificant are their Erymo- 
oy Ons ? 


by the fountains themſelves. The two Teftaments 
© are the paps of the Church, from which we ſuck 


a the ſincere milk of the Word. — The old Teſta- 
ment was written in Hebrew, which is the 
moſt antient and maternal language, for Adam u- 
fed it, and all Men before the flood, as is manifeſt 
from the Scriptures and Fathers. This language 


c 


C 


* 


© is a borrower from none, and lender to all. 


The famous Hrl/ius is as fanguine upon it as 


any Hut---n, end 1 other things, fays, 


< Sie 


— No Tranflation is lech perfect, but 
"If may and onght to be more perfected— If 
there be any miſtakings they muſt ſtill be corrected 
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and expects his bare word ſhould pals for it, unleſs 

its being backed by ſome unknown friends, who 
are clear in their opinions againſt the Hebrew being 
the language of Paradiſe, or even the native lan- 
guage of Abraham, 0 Review p- 22. * be an additi- 
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Sic itaque palam fit, primam illam linguam, 


qua nemo in feliciſſimo illo integritati ſtatu uſus 
eſt, neminem præter ipſum Deum habuiſſe Au- 
thorem; quæ vero illa fuerit non operoſe nobis 


eſt inveſtigandum, omnes enim uno ore clamitant 
Hebræorum Doctore ex priſcis patribus nullus eſt 
qui negat; inter modernos quocunque titulo chriſ- 


tianam religionem profiteantur, nemo alicujus fa- 


me aut nominis euſtitit qui unguam in dubium vo- 
caverit, hæbream illam fuiſſe et non alam. Nec 
authoritatibus tantum hic pugnatur, ſed ut argu- 
„ menta artificialia quamplurima pro veritate iftz 

** militant, Adeo ut qui contrarium aſſerere auſus 
fuerit, principium neget; 


bri eſſe videatur. Oratio p. 8. 
Dr. Sharp aſſerts the direct contrary of all this, 


onal weight to it, 
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We muſt be content with our ignorance, 
as we muſt, ſays the Doctor, in many other points 
concerning the Hebrew language, which are nei- 


ther determined in Scripture, nor by any ſufficient 
and undoubted authority: as for inſtance, whe- 
ther it be the language of Paradiſe and the Ante- 
diluvians, or &c. Diſſer. p. 72, and p. 90. 
mere preſumption that Hebrew is the original 
language; and yet the Doctor is pleaſed to lay 


« have 


Review p. 2 3. 
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. | 
I have not hitherto declared any opinion of my 
ce own, but J am ſo far from being prejudiced againſt 
& the commonly received notions about the antiqui- 


« ty of this language----when there ſhall appear 


« ſufficient evidence, that &c. | - = 
This looks like declaring his opinion that we 


muſt be content with our 1gnorance about the anti- 


quity of the Hebrew; that we have not ſufficient 
authority to determine us; that it is a mere pre- 


ſumption ; elſe why is this aſſerted, if it was not 


his opinion? It is the belief, it ſeems, of the 
Fathers; of our own Church; and of the Learn- 
ed in general, which in ſome caſes is urged as a 
ſufficient authority; however will amount to more 


than a mere preſumption ; and the Doctor forgets 


himſelf, as well with regard to his own opinon, 
as to other people's. Why a Gentleman of fo 
much learning and modeſty ſhould venture an 
ipſe dixit in ſo material a cafe againſt the cur- 
rent opinion, and againſt all the beſt writers on 
the ſubject, I cannot tell, he no doubt can. 
They are pleaſed to charge Mr. Hutchinſon 
and his followers with being ſanguine, dogmatical 
and ſtrangers to that deference due to great men, 
and the opinions of others; with other ſuch in- 


ſinuations that tend naturally to prejudice the Rea- 
der againſt them, and raiſe thoſe ſuſpicions and 
emotions in the mind, under which no cauſe can 
have a fair and impartial hearing. Such treat- 


ment flows from the very ſpirit it ſeems to con- 


demn, and gives juſt ſuſpicion, that either they 


do not know their own hearts, or have a mind 
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that others ſhould not; for ſurely it is want of 
a proper deference to all the beſt Authors, (to uſe 


the words of the great Ravis) to the Pathers, and 
to our own Church, to contradict them all, with- 


out any reaſon afligned. A good and ſanctimo- 
nious Chriſtian can t allow himſelf, but now and 
then, to abuſe in his own perſon, or in plain 


terms; but he may do it in the leſs direct way, by 


innuendo's and at ſecond hand; the motto in the 
Doctor's title page, ſeems of this ſort, and to 
ſhew, as he ſays, guorundum illiberal: Judict- 

um, qui fic addifti ſunt certis hominibus ut diſ- 
ſentientem ab its neminem ferant licet interim ip- 
fi a toto chriſtiano orbe diſſentiant. 
ful that the Doctor did not ſee it was his own 

_ caſe; except that his attcahment is to incertis 
heminibus, for nobody knows where they are; 


but they are pgſtive againſt the ſenſe of the w. hole 


chriſtian worid; and have drawn him into the 
And tho' he is 


fame ſingularity of ſentiment. 


. to ſay, Review p. 24. 


“Nothing has been yet faid by any of my Op- 
* ponents, on this article that helps at all towards 


clearing it up; ſee Mr. Bate, p. 88. Mr. Hol- 


e loway, p. 14. Mr. Moody, p. 92. 


yet authorities and reaſons too, are produced by 


them, which ſhould have had a fair hearin g, before 


this had been aſſerted, which looks too like what is 
Mr. Hutchinſon 


ſo much condemned 1 in others. 
hasa Treatiſe purpoſely on this ſubje&, with many 


large quotations in it; which we may be allowed to 


E* refer 
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refer an Opponent to: and which his Arabic 
friend was no ſtranger to. 


And if the Hebrew were the language of Pa- 


radiſe, and the Ante-diluvians there can be no 


kindred tongue to ſearch for the root of Aleim in, 
tho' the Doctor cenſure me for ſaying lo, Review 
p. 16. 

e hecauſe the nations round about the Jeu 


de nity with the Hebrew. 


But where ſhould theſe nations find this loſt 


root; it never came down to the Jews ! who then 

preſerved it during the interval of its being loſt, 
and the riſe of theſe kindred tongues? had it 
come down to the Fews, and from them to the 
nations round about them, they would doubtleſs 
have made uſe of it on ſome occaſion or other, 
in the ſenſe the Alcoran does. It is a common 
Word, I mean a word of the fame letters was in 
common uſe from Adam to the Captivity, in a 


1 different ſenſe from that the Alcoran gives 


and which ſaid Alcoraniſh ſenſe is not that 1 
a of found in any of the kindred tongues, 
or among the nations round about the Jeros; 


and it is never uſed, in the ſenſe contended for, 
by the Hebrews, whom the word originally be- 


longed to. But when I ſaid there is no hindred 


tongue to ſearch for the root of Aleim in, it is 


evidently my meaning that there was no kindred 
tongue of Antiquity enough; not that the Ph 


nician, SYr1QC or Coaldee may not be called Kin- 


dred 


b 


15 ſpoke languages which had a conſiderable affi- 
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red 
2 
in- 


red 


1 
dred tongues, which the Doctor makes me ſay. 
J would not ſay, that he purpoſely miſtakes me, 
but had he purpoſely done ſo, he could not have 
been further from my obvious meaning. But a 
root that was once Hebrew, tho' retained in A- 


rabic or the Alcoran, ceaſes to be Hebrew any 


longer; it is now become Arabic; and unleſs 


the ideal meaning and ſenſe which the Hebrews 


fixed to the word whilſt in uſe among them grew 


fo cloſe to it, as not to be ſeparated from it, we 
are not a jot the nearer hat ſenſe by finding the 
ſound in another Dialect forged a thouſand years 
afterwards, And therefore the point in diſpute 
here turns on this queſtion, which has been of- 


ten put to our Opponents, but never anſwered, 
ſee Script. Meaning p. 89. We have often called 


in this diſpute uton thoſe who propoſe the Arabic 


| ſenſe of the words that ſound lige the Hebrew, 
for the ſenſe of thoſe Hebrew words, to give any 
reaſon why we ſhould think that the Mahometans 
uſe them in the ſame ſenſe the Prophets did? but 
not a word of anſwer is vouchſafed ; nor do I be- 


| lieve will be, 55 ever ſo often repeated. Did Mr. 


Begford, or does Mr. K:imar, or the Doctor endea- 


vour to anſwer it? No. And therefore if they find 


the root or word in Arabic, they have but a ſound 
without a (Hebrew) meaning, till they can prove the 


_ Hebrews uſed it in the ſame ſenſe. And this Jappre- 
hend is ſufficient to ſet this Arabic Derivation aſide, 


or the Arabic Conſtruction of this or any other 
Hebrew word, in the Scriptures. Other tongues 


uſe {ome ads in the ſame ſenſe the Hebrews 
1 did; 


"tit 


did; but we muſt have proof of it in any parti- 


cular word, before the ſuppoſition can be argued 


upon, and a logical concluſion be drawn from it. 


++ Wahereis the improbability that in this Medley, 
or Hodge-podge of Janguages (or by whatever 
ether contemptible name it be called) ſome 
roots, genuine Hebrew, tho not extant in the 
tongue as we now have it, may be met with?“ 
Review p. 17, 18. 


Suppoſe the root to be there we ſhall ſtill want 


cc 
cc 
(e 


&c 


5 he original meaning. And a word without a 


meaning, is vox ef prœterea nibil. Numbers of 


Words originally Hebrew are to be met with in 
Engl: Wy and in other languages, as well as in A. 


rabic; but they are not Hebrew now, having 
changed their country and kindred, and may or 
may not be uſed in the ſenſe the Prophets uſed 


them ; ſome of them are, which we can prove 
by their uſage in the Prophets ; but where ſuch 


authority fails us, we are at a loſs for the otigi · 


nal ſenſe, tho' we ſhould have the original word. 
Words very frequently change their tienification 
in a courſe of time at home, without travelling 


abroad; but when they are tranſported into 
another country, it is very natural to ſuppoſe 
them to change as other things do, with the 
climate. The reverend and ingenious + Dr. 
Gregory Sharp, gives a very diverting inſtance to 


4 my purpoſe, in the word A The Arabic 


* Sce his Treatiſe on the Structure of the Hebrew 
Tongue. PLS | | 
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When he ſays, 


(13.3 


is a mixture of many languages, and forged by 


Mabomet with the help of an apoſtate Few, a- 
bove a thouſand years after Hebrew had ceaſed to 
be a living language, and conſequently there 
could be no genuine Hebrew then but what was in 


writing; and all that is extant of Hebrew is now, 
and was then, as far as we know to the contra- 


trary, in the Bible; thither therefore we muſt go 
for our Hebrew, and not to the Alcoran *. 


And here perhaps it may not be ſo improper as 


repreſented, to enquire into the antiquity, and 
perfection of the Arabic tongue; which if it fail 


in either of theſe reſpects, will be but a treache- 

rous guide to us in our way to the Hebrew. And 

the Doctor, with all due ſubmiſſion, is miſtaxen 
the point turns on this queſtion oz/y, and not 
on the antiquity and perfection of the Ara- 
% a 
The queſtion turns on this point, what certain- 


ty we have that the ſame Sound, (ſuppoſing it to 


be the ſame) in the mouths of different people, in 


different countries, and at great diſtance of time, 
carried the ſame meaning with it. I would not 
be thought to ſuppoſe that adopted words never 


carry their original ſenſe with them, but I aſk for 
proof, in this or any other particular word, which 
may juſtify the argument they build on it. There 
may be no ſmall difficulty in ſome words to de- 
termine what Hebrew ſuch an Arabic one 


* See Confuſion of Tongues, p. 137, et ſeq. Edit. Hod. 
= 


(in by 
ſtood for, which will alſo require to be cleared 
up; and when theſe two points are ſettled, neither 
of which have been determined but upon conjec- 

RY ture only, with regard to Aleim, Cherubim, Sc. 
4! it will be time enough to give them an Arabic 


O 


ſenſe, and conſtrue the word of God, by the 
: words and forgeries of Anuchriſt. 
The Doctor cites me from p. 89. where I re- 
| fer to the Teſtamentum Jacobi, and other attempts 
1 to loſe the Scriptures in the confiſſon of Arabic, 
. enough to give a man of ſenſe a ſurfeit, and fall 
1 the mind of a Chriſtian with horror, which he 
need not have taken to himſelf, but have left to 
the perſon it is plainly deſigned for; and to whom 
I wiſh there were no room to apply | it. Ifthe Doctor 
think I am too free in the Cenſure, let him or any 
man who has a due regard for the honour of the 
Seriptures read over the Jacob's wi, ſome Ora- 
tions on Arabic, and allo the firſt Diftertation of 
the Rev. Mr, Coftard on Ezek. xlii. ver. 18. where 
that profound and ingenious Critic by a ſurpriſing. 
penetration, only with the help of the Arabic, 
bas diſcovered the original foundation of The Act 3 
For the preſervation of the Game at Babylon, —in 1 
a conciſe dijucidation of the word DoD ber- 
tween p. 9 and 23 only, and then cenſure me as 
be pleaſes. But I did not deſign this for Dr. _ 
Sharp ; nor to inſinuate that he laid his nin ſtreſs 'F 
upon the Arabic Derivation ; but ſtill he lays a 
great deal more upon the Arabic, than he has given 
f M any reaſon to juſtify, and particularly 3 in Review 
I'S || P. 57. where the authority of the Arabic is ſo 
ii great, 


c de 


(15: ) 
great, that an Eebrew word muſt have two 
roots, becauſe an Arabic word has two ſignifica- 


tions. But if Arabic, as they call it, be only 


the language of the Alcoran, it is neither old e- 


nough, nor pure enough, to be capable of helping 
us, or fit to be truſted, It is indeed a corrupted 
Hebrew, and ſo far corrupted | as to verify the 


proverb corruptio optim: fit peſſime. To the He- 


brew Bible then we mult go for the Etymology of 


Aleim, which was a name of God in Paradiſe, 
and in the old Teſtament frequently uſed and 
_ emphatically on many occaſions ; and it is a name 


given by the Prophets to the ſons of the moſt 


High, his Vice-gerents on Earth; and in what- 
ever ſenſe it is conſtrued, it muſt 3 in ſuch a one 


as is applicable to man, as well as to God. The 
Arabic Alaha cannot be that ſenſe, becauſe man 


1s not adorable or to be worſhipped. It was from 
the application of this name, and the Hebrew 
_ etymology ſhews the propriety of the applicati- 


on, that our Lord ſilenced the Sadducees and pro- 


ved to them the Reſurrection of the Dead. All 
the mercy promiſed to loſt man is ſummed up in 
this title, when God gives it as a reaſon of his 
coming down to deliver the Seed of Abraham, 


and by That a promiſe to deliver all the children of 


the faith of Abraham, out of bondage, becauſe 


he was the Aleim of . 


This glorious and fearful name has exerciſed | 


the pens of many writers; not a few of whom 
have endeavoured to derive it from Ale a Curle, 


Imprecation, or Bann, which thoſe three Hebrew 


letters 
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( 16) 
letters are ſo often uſed for. And it is more than 
' probable they had robbed Mr. Hutchinſon of the 
| honour of the conſtruction, had it not been pointed 
for a participle paſſive, in which part of ſpeech it 
cannot be applied to all the three perſons of Jeho- 


vah, one only of thoſe ever- bleſſed perſons having 


taken the curſe upon him that is due to man. 
All agree that this word is plural, and its ter- 


mination in im, as well as its ingular Ale, would 
put this out of doubt, were there not verbs, par- 
ticiples, nouns and pronouns in the plural num- 
per connected with it likewiſe. It has its paſſive 
Aue often uſed as a name of Jehovah i in the in- 


gular number, but never in the plural. 


Aleim we fetch from Ale, which as an action 


performed, is a Cut ſe denounced for, or as, an 
Oath, a Curſe conditionally imprecated being the 


_ conſtituent part of an Oath. The manner of 
ſwearing among the Antients was ſomewhat dif- 
ferent from ours; the form of their Oaths fre- 


quently occurs in Scripture; and tho' the words 
muſt of courſe vary, as the Curſe denounced, 


was deſigned to bind others only ; themſelves on- 
ly; or all in general, where the ſpeaker included 


himſelf of courſe; yet an Oath was given and 


taken by denouncing a Curſe; and when two 
Parties were to be {worn, or the perſon who de- 
nounced the Curſe was himſelf to be laid under 


the obligation of it, he ſpoke in ſuch general words, 


as included himſelf and them he ſpoke to in the 
ſame words; an inſtance or two from Scripture 


will ſet this matter in a clear light. Joſh. vi. 26. 


and 


r 
C Re 


EEE 


himſelf, as much as to others; 
Fericho, he would have incurred the 
Curſe which was denounced againſt any one that 
ſhould build it. 
rael have ſivorn, ſaying, Curſed be be that giveth 
1 Sam. xiv. 24. Saul bad 
adjured the people, ſaying, Curſed be the man that 
eateth food until the evening; ver. 28. Thy Fa- 
2 ftraitly charged the people with an Oath, ſay- 


up and built 


( 17 


and Yoſhua yaw ſwore, ja adjured | ic. all per- 


ſons] at that time, ſaying, Curſed be the man be- 


fore the Lord that riſeth up and buildeth this City 


Fericho. Here fwearing is faying, Curſed be; and 


Joſbuæ adjured or ſwore himself, as much as he 
did every body elſe. His words were an Oath to 
for had he riſen 


jud. xxi. 18. "The children FI. 


a wife to Benjamin. 


Curſed be the man that eateth food this day. 


* both theſe inſtances we have the ſame form of 
foearing, by denouncing a Curſe ; and the Per- 
ſons who adjured others, adjured themſelves, or 
took their own Oath; and gave one to others in 
the ſame words. 
that grveth a wife to Benjamin, was equally ſworn 
with thoſe to whom he ſpoke theſe words. And 
Saul, when he adjured the people, faying, Cur/- 
ed be be that eateth, did give his own Oath to 


He who ſaid, Curſed be the man 


fait himſelf; and it is plain from the event, that 


Saul thought himſelf as much under Oath, as he 


did the people. 


The moſt common — uſed for an | Oath or 
Swearing in Scripture are from the root 50, 


which doth not /:terally expreſs a Curſe, as 8 


: confeſſedly does; this latter word occurs about 
D forty 
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letters are ſo often uſed for. And it is more than 
probable they had robbed Mr. Hutchinſon of the 


honour of the conſtruction, had it not been pointed 
for a participle paſſive, in which part of ſpeech it 
cannot be applied to all the three perſons of Jeho- 


vah, one only of thoſe ever- bleſſed perſons having 
taken the curſe upon him that is due to man. 


All agree that this word is plural, and its ter- 


mination in im, as well as its ingular Ale, would 
put this out of doubt, were there not verbs, par- 
ticiples, nouns and pronouns in the plural num- 

ber connected with it likewiſe. It has its paſſive 
Aue often uſed as a name of Jehovah in the # n= 


gular number, but never in the plural. 
Aleim we fetch from Ale, which as an action 
performed, is a Curſe Ges for, or as, an 


Oath, a Curſe conditionally imprecated being the 


conſtituent part of an Oath. The manner of 


| ſwearing among the Antients was ſomewhat dif- 
ferent from ours; the form of their Oaths fre- 
quently occurs in Scripture ; and tho' the words 


muſt of courſe vary, as the Curſe denounced, 


was deſigned to bind others only; themſelves on- 
ly; or all in general, where the ſpeaker included 

himſelf of courſe; yet an Oath wwas given and 
taken by denouncing a Curſe; and when two 


Parties were to be {worn, or the perſon who de- 


nounced the Curſe was himſelf to be laid under 
the obligation of it, he ſpokein ſuch general words, 


as included himſelf and them he {poke to in the 


fame words; an inſtance or two from Scripture 
will {et this matter in a clear light. Joſh. vi. 26. 


and 
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and Foſhua yRv" ſwore, or, adjured ſſc. all per- 


ſons] at that tie, ſaying, C 27150 be the man be- 


fore the Lord twat riſeth up and buildeth this City 
Curſed be; and 
Zoſhua adjured or ſeare himſelf, as much as he 
did every body elſe. His words were an Oath to 
mme as much as to others; for had he riſen 


Fericho, Here ſiwearing is ſaying, 


and built Jericho, he would have incurred the 


Curt which was denounced againſt any one that 
ſhould build it. 
rael have ſworn, ſaying, Curſed be be that giveth. 


Jud. Xxi. 18. "The children of I 


a wife to Benjamin. 1 Sam. xiv. 24. Saul had 


_ adjured the people, ſaying, Curſed be the man that 
eateth food until the evening ; ver. 28. Th y fas. 
| ther ftraitly charged the people with an Oath, [ay- S 
ing, Curſed be the man that eateth food this day. 
In both theſe inſtances we have the fame form of 
ſwearing, by denouncing a Curſe ; and the Per- 
ſons who adjured others, adiured themſelves, or 


took their own Oath; and gave one to others in 


the ſame words. He who ſaid, Curſed be the man 
that giveth a wife to Benjamin, was cqually ſworn 
with thoſe to whom he ſpoke theſe words. And 


Saul, when he adjured the people, ſaying, Curſ- 
ed * he that eateth, did give his own Oath to 
fait himſelf; and it is plain from the event, that 


Saul thought himſelf as much under Oath, as he 
did the people. 20 
The moſt common words uſed for an Oath or 


Swearing in Scripture are from the root yaw, 


which doth not /zterally expreſs a Curſe, as 8 


confeſſedly does ; this latter word occurs about 
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of thoſe places, (ſay the Diſſer. p. 35.) it ſig- 
5 nifics imply a Curſe or penalty of an Oath.--- 
It doth indeed ſignify an Oath, and may be 
* ſo rendered; yet it is not neceſſarily to be un- 
derſtood in his (Mr. C's.) ſenſe of Oath, where- 
by one binds one's ſelf to the performance of 
any thing, but may be underſtood, and in ſome 
© Texts mult be underſtood, in the ſenſe of Ad- 
** jaration, whereby one binds another to the per- 
©. formance of a thing by the Sandtion of an Oath.” 


* 


1. e. by 4 Curſe denounced, And the Doctor un- 


dertakes to ſne both in his Diſſertations, and 


| Review; that Ale is a Curſe denounced upon o- 
thers, Diſſer. p. 12 and 25, Review p. 104. in 
cContradiſtinction to an Oath properly ſpeaking ; 
and chuſes the word Adjuration as a proper con- 
ſtruction of Ale, which excludes the ground of 
the Etymology Mr. Hutchinſon gives of Aleim : 
for according to Mr, Hutchinſon and Mr. C. God 
was really fworn to his people; which if God _, 
was; and Ale will admit of the Cur/e or penalty 
of an Oath being applied to one's ſelf; or in o- 

ther words, if a Perſon may lay himſelf under a 

_ Curſe, or ſabje& himſelf conditionally to the pe- 
nalty of an Oath, then Aleim may be rightly 
conſtrued; and the name of God taken from the 
relation betwixt him and his people arifing from 


their being under a Curſe or Ale with him. 
I agree with Dr. Sharp ſo far that Ale is a Curſe 


denounced; but why upon ofbers only? what is 
there in the fignifcation of the word that limits 


it 


forty times in Scripture; and, © in about thirty 


( 
4 
q 


(19) 
it to offers? a Curſe i 75a Curſe, whether denounc- 
ed upon myſelf, or upon others; or upon all in 
general. And if it be the penalty of an Oath, 
as the Doctor does acknowledge, it muſt be ap- 


plicable to an Oath properly ſpeaking, or an Oath 
| which a perſon himſelf takes, as well as to an 
Oath which is adminiſter'd to another; unleſs an 


Oath a perſon takes himſelf has no penalty an- 
nexed to it. If the words of the Curſe are limit- 


| ed, ſo is the Oath; if general, fo is the Oath. 
; He that denounced the words of the Curſe, might 


or might not be ſworn ; and we muſt conſider 


the words he ſpoke to ſee whether he included 
himſelf under the Curſe or not. 


The grand Conteſt betwixt Mr. Hutchinſon 


and his Opponents is, whether that which Deut. 

| xxix. 12. is called God's Ale, were properly 
* ſpeaking an Oath to God; or he did only adjure, 
or denounce a Curſe on the people; a diſpute that 

one would think might be ſettled in a few words; 
and had long ago been ended, would the Gen- 
tlemen have condeſcended to look at the words 


God ſpake when he did agjure the people; God 


ſaid, (conf. Deut. xxvii. ult. with Jer. xi. 2---5.) 


Curſed be every one that confirmeth not all the 


words of this Law, or Covenant ; which ex- 
tends to every part of the Law ; and takes in e- 
very party in the Covenant. God had words to 


perform as well as the people; and if ſaying Cur- 


fed be, was an Oath to the people, it muſt be an 


Oath to God; becauſe it is not limited to others 
here, but extended to all, to every ove who had 
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an Oath t to the Children of 1/7ac/, it muſt be an 
Oath to God who ſpoke it, becauſe it ſays every 
one, WN; it was an Oath therefore to every one 
who had any part in the Law, any words in the 
Covenant to perform. And God who denounced 


it bound himſelf by denouncing it, and the pec- 
ple bound themſelves by ſaying Amen to it. It 


was, as Deut. xxvi. 17. their avouching the Lord 
to be their God; and God's avouching them to be 
his peculiar People as he had promiſed ibem upon 


oath; Num. xiv. 16. The land which he ſware 


unto them. Deut. xxviii. 9. The Lord ſhall 


eſtabliſh thee as an holy teople unto himſelf, as be 
bas ſworn unto thee, Every member of the 
Church of God has a full aſſurance that God will 


perform his part of the Covenant, becauſe he 


has himſelf denounced a Curſe againſt every one 


that doth not keep his part : and God was as much : 


ſworn by this Denunciation, of which he himſclf 


was the ſpeaker, by his Delegates, as thoſe Delegates 


themſelves, or the reſt of the people were. That 


ſuch a Curſe was an Oath is plain from the paſſa- 


ges above. That it included or extended the 


obligation to the perſon of God who ſpoke ir, is 
plain from the words, That God's Ale, which 


they are ſaid to enter into with God, refers to 
this Curſe, or theſe words, I imagine, will not be 
denied. Compare them, and Deut. xxix. 1, 13. 


with Jer. xi 2. Hear ye the words of this Cove 
nant, and ſay thou unto them, Thus fays the 


Lord God g Iracl, Curſed be be man at obey- 


ett 


any thing to do in it. If this Denunciation Was 
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191 —- 
eth not the words of this Covenant, which J com- 
manded your fathers in the day that I brought them 
forth cut of the land of Egypt, from the iron 


furnace, ſaying, obey my voice, and do them, ac- 
cording to all which I command you : fo ſhall ye be 
my people and I will be your God. That I may per- 


ferm the Oath which I have ſworn unto your fa- 


thers, to give them a land flowing with milk and 
honey, as it is this day. Then anſwered I, and 
ſaid, Amen, O Lerd. This Curſe, we ſee then, 


Was not confined tothe particulars mentioned from 
the 15th to the 26th of Deut. xxvii. but reach- 


ed to the whole Law, as ver. 8 and ver. 10. The 
Commandments and Statutes : Nor was it confin- 
ed to that particular declaration of it upon mount 
Ebal, but was the ſame which God ſpake fo their 
fathers, in the day that he brought them forth out 
of the land of Egypt, at Horeb, which was re- 
newed with them in the land of Moab, juſt be- 
fore they went over Jordan, and was to be ſo- 


lemnly repeated, at Ebal, beyond Jordan. Theſe 
are the words of the Covenant which the Lord 

commanded Moſes to make with the Children 

of Iſrael in the land of Moab, beſide the Covenant 


which he made with them in Horeb. Deut. xxix. I. 


When Mr. Hutchinſon, and thoſe who read his 


writings define Al to be an Oath with Curing, 
and ſay that 1X (Deut. xxix. 12.) is God's Oath 
properly ſpeaking ; and this is oppoſed ſeemingly 
under a thorough conviction, one would think it 
muſt be owing to the Opponents having a wrong 
_ ſtate of the caſe before their eyes, as thinking an 
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Oath muſt be ſworn in the ſame manner we give 
or {wear ours: a reciprocal Oath, or Oath bind- 


ing to two parties, (the Speaker and the perſons 


ſpoken to,) made in the ſame words, or at once 


ſpeaking, is a thing not in uſe with us; any more 
than the execratory form is. But no man will 


fay, I truſt, that the Ale was not God's Oath in 
the froper ſenſe of the word, becauſe it was an 
| Oath to the people likewiſe. Or that God was 
not ſworn by thoſe words, becauſe the people 
were ſworn by them too. The Curſe, which 
God denounced, extended its obligation as much 
to himſelf as it did to any one elſe. There is 
nothing to limit it. God ſays, Curſed be ww3K he, 
or every one, that &c. And this ſingle paſſage "= 
| Scripture with its parallel place, is ſafficient to 
ſhew the meaning of Ale, when uſed for an Oath; 
and why it is ſaid to be God's Ale with his people, 
as laying the obligation of an Oath on both in 
the ſame words; and we ſee here the connection 
and relation, the mutual and reciprocal obligation 
betwixt Jehovah and his people, whence he is ſtiled 
their Aleim, becauſe he brought them into an Ale 
with himſelf. The propriety and beauty of this 
Etymology will want no words to ſet it forth when 
it is ſhewn that the Ale laid an obligation on both 
parties, and bound God to his people, and the 


people to God. And whoever conſiders what the 


Bann, Imprecation or ſolemn Curſe of God or 
his Vicegerents meant, or how they gave their 
own Oaths, and adminiſtered one to others, will 
toon ee that he, as a ferſonal noun, is one wha. 


bas 


(23) 


has laid himſelf, and them he has power o over, un- 


der the ol ligation of an Oath, for it literally, as a 
Hebrew word, ſignifies, the Speaker of a Curſe, 


| who was himſelf bound by it, as well as thoſe he 


ſpoke it to. And therefore for Tehovah to be Aleim 


to his people, means, anſwering the engagement 


he was under to them by the Curſe denounced ; 


as the people's having Jehovah for their Aleim, : 
means, acknowledging that they were under an 
engagement by Oath to him. 


1 muſt remark another thing, which I ap ppre- 


hend, has led the Doctor and his friend Mr. Kal- 
mar into ſome wrong reaſoning, and indeed into 
molt of it under this head, and which will have 
a very bad influence when the rule about the ſame- 
neſs of Idea in Hebrew words comes to be conſi- 
dered; what I preſume to blame in theſe Gentle- 
men is, taking into the meaning of a word that 
which is only accidental to it; or affixing that to 


a word as part of its ſenſe which | is only its Epi- 
thet ; as, Curing is Curling, whatever ſpecies or 


kind, the Curſe ſpoke of, is to be ranked under ; 
whether it be ſpoke in a raſh manner, lightly and 


for no ſufficient reaſon ; or in malice and ill will; 


or conditionally, on a folemn and ſerious occafi- 
on; the ſenſe and meaning of the word is ſtill 


the ſame, tho' it be uſed on drfferent occafions. 


And from this inaccuracy does Dr. Sharp con- 
clude that the ſenſe of Ale is a Curſe denounced 


on others, becauſe the Curſe in ſome of the places 
he refers to was denounced on others. And this 


| makes him ſay, that this word occurs indeed often 


and 
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6240 
and in ſenſes not the Jame. Pecauſe ] ſuppoſe 
the Curjing ſpoke of in one place is prophane 
Curſing; in another nalicig9us; in another judicial; 
in another juratory. And from this di fferent at- 


plication of the word he concludes it has differ- 


ent meanings; and that Tranſlators and Com- 
mentators conſtrue the word differently becauſe | 
they are not agreed what Curſe is ſpoke of in this 
or that particular place; and hence I apprehend 
1: is that He argues againſt us as departing from 


the ſenſe we give Ale in one place, becauſe we 
: gg call it a Curſe; ſometimes an Oath gi- 


\ ſometimes an Oath talen; and in another 
Ns of ſpeech, Covenanters, Confederates. Al- 


lies, ſworn friends, or the like, And thus the 
Curſe our Saviour under went was vicarious, tho? 


the word MF or La. doth not ſignify a vi- 
carious Curſe. 


T have endeavoured to ſtile tie n be- 


twixt Nye and TR * which whatever the 


Reader may think of ming: he will eaſily ſee that 
the diſtinction laid down by Avenarius, Robert- 


ſen and ſome other learned men brink thoſe 


words, as alſo betwixt promiſſory and execratory 


Oaths, will not hold; for Oaths were taken and 


given, and Covenants as well as Promiſes were con- 


firmed by declaring a Curſe againſt the party that 


(hould prove falſe, and what is called a Ce in 


one place is aid an Oath in another. We ſee. 


from the paſſages above that WW was attended 
with a Curſe or Imprecation as well as m8 - — 


* Script. mean. p. 77. 
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Curſed be. Theſe two words 


ſtand together as relative to the ſame tranſaction, 


and the Imprecation in which brought down the 
wrath of God on Fudab and Jeriſalem, becauſe 


of their diſobedience, or for tranſgreſſing the Law , 


Dan. ix. 11. Therefore the Curſe is poured upon 
us, and the Oath written in the Law of Moſes. 
No other Oath is written in the Law of Moſes 
but that Curſe or Imprecation above-mentioned. 


The learned men, referred to, ſay, that MR is 

« juramentum execrationis, quo quis ſe aftringit 

1 cum! imprecatione mali at y eſt tantum 
juramentum fine imprecatione mali.“ 


Surpriling that ſuch judicious men could fall into | 
this miſtake, when an Oath is fo often defined 
to be, ſaying, Curſed be, ſo and fo. 


And the 
diſtinction muſt be in the radical or literal mean- 
ing of the words, not in the nature of the Oath, 
they are uſed for. I have the pleaſure and honour, 


of thinking with Dr, Sharp in this reſpect, thay 


both words imply al, imprecation of evil. Diſſer. 


F 25. 


h iö a Curſe 3 upon others; 

6c Y an imprecation of evil upon one's ſe ae 
But tho' both words, or rather, tho' an Oath, 
whichſoever of the words be uſed, imply an = 


precation, either expreſſed or anderſtood, 


there does not ſeem ſufficient reaſon for ſayin? t un 


e' is a Je It- impfecation, 7 more than that 


MPN is an imprecation 97 offers; and I appre- 
hend is grounded upon the ſame miſtake or inac- 
ie before complained of; and the not duly 


| E | attending 
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attending to the wording - the Curſe that was 
denounced for, or as, an Oath. There is no- 


thing in NV that ſignifies felt; if there were, 


it could never be uſed for an imprecation on 
others : and therefore if Oath, in its proper ſenſe, 


as the act of the perſon who facears, be the more 


uſual, it is not the more proper meaning of Nw. 


The word is / eften uſed for an Oath adminiſter- 


ed to others, that if it be er uſed for an Oath 
taken by one's ſelf, that is not a ſatisfactory rea- 
ſon for ſuch diſtinction Saul aqjured the peo- 
ple, ſaying, Curſed be and the people feared 
the Oath, Oath then was an rmprecation of Evil 
upon others, as well as upon one's ſelf. It is to 

be ſuſpected that this over nice conſtruction of 
Tav was thought of to {et the better colour up- 
on the interpretation of Ale as an adjuration, 


which is the matked Battery whence Mr. Hutchin- 


fon's Etymology of Aletm is played upon; for if 
the ſenſe of Ale as an Oath given and taken, a 
reciprocal obligation, can be retained in that im- 
portant name of God, tho' we may have no ade- 


quate phraſe in Engliſo; the moſt material ob- 


jections, as well as miſtakes, about it, that have 
been as yet laid before the Reader, will be eaſily 
cleared up: and the foreign derivation, and mu- 


table N, will ſcarce deſerve a hearing. 
But we ſhall have occaſion to enter more par- 


ticularly and more largely, into the diſcuſſion of 


thoſe paſſages of Scripture where theſe words are 
uſed ; for 1 muſt here pay my attendance to Dr. 


Sharp, who | in his Review, makes a ſhew of con- 


futing 


„„ ‚ RE amd, Vs 


5 


futing this account of Ale, and the definition of 


an Oath which I have laid down, and proved 


from the Text to be the truth of the Caſe, And 
I ſhall begin with his Enquiry into the ſenſe and 
meaning of Ale, which the Doctor enters upon 


Sect. III. 
And here the Doctor citcs Mr. Mah Mr. 7 


Moody and myſelf, all agreeing, that 


& MIX may and ſometimes does, ſignify what he 


ſaicd it did. And adds, it ſcems at fir /ight, 
© as if Mr. C.'s aſſertion that Alah————/ignt- 


cc 


Kup by theſe three Gentlemen. p. 69. 


00 does Mr. C. ſay or hint, Serm. p. 8. that ” 
it doth not ſigniſy to ear another, or adjure 2. 
or does Mr. Hutehinſon's Etymology of = re- 


quire him to ſay fo? Mr. C. fays, it fignt- 
fies an Oath, and an Oath is an Oath whether 


given or taken ; which the three Gentlemen a- 
bove would have perſuaded the Doctor to have 
conſider'd, but as this would have invalidated all 
the uſe he has made of his diſtinction betwixt 
Oath and Adi uration, he doth not chuſe to do it, 


but would rather poſſeſs his Reader with a noti- 
on that his Opponents have been forced to make 
a conceſſion that gives up that, in the defence of 
which they are writing. But one look at what the 
three Gentlemen have wrote on this head will 


convince the Reader that they have been driven to 
no ſuch hard ſhifts. That Mr. C. did not confine 
Oath or Ale to a perſon's own Oath, is plain from 


E 2 his 


fes as a noun an Oath, and that it always oc- 
„ curs in {Tin this ſenſe, Serm. p. 8. was Siven ph 


(28) 


his definition—70 confirm by oath, to bind a ber- 
fon to fulfil certain terms under a conditional male- 


dicklion. And the inſtances he refers to are ſome 


of them ſuch as at firſt ſight imply that the Curſe 
was denounced on others. —1f a Soul hear the 
voice of Swearing -i, an Oath, Alah, be laid on 
bim, to cauſe him to ſivear. Can Mr. C. be ſuppoſed 


to think that an Oath laid on a man by the High 
Prieſt, was not an Oath laid on another perſon ? 


and if the ſuppoſition that Mr. C. meant by Alab 


an Oath taken by a perſon himſelf only, was 
one of the things againſt which the Doctor except 
ed, and which he undertook to diſprove, he has a 
wrong notion, as I have ſhewn before, of the 


ſtate of the Cate ; and taken up the Pen upon a 


miſtake. 


In this paragraph the Doctor only ſays, it 
ſeems af firſt fight ; it is only a ſeeming conceſſi- 


on there, which at a ſecond look might appear 


otherwiſe; ; but 1n the next Sentence there is no 

doubt at all about it, and it is ſpoke of as certain, 
% But the Author of the Chriſtian Plen, aware 
*© of the Conſequences of this Conceſſi e is 


as if it had been a Cæncgſſion, or any thing differ- 


ent from what the general definition or conſtruc- 
tion of Ale in the Lexicons, which they cite and 
argue upon, docs enn e; and what Mr. C. re- 
fers to thoſe Texts Serm. p. 8. for, is only to 
ſhew that the word carries the idea of an Oath or 
Exccration with it, And what the Doctor argues 


againft Mr. Aordy, Review p. 1, that 
0 Mr. Laie chin; 02 LO make his — conclu- 
cc * hve 
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«& five to the purpoſe of his Etymology of Elo- 
ce him ought to have proved that Alah is confined 


to his ſenſe of taking an Oath, * 


is only arguing upon the old miſtake ; from not — 


conſidering the wording of the Curſe Which is 
called Ale. Mr. Hutchinſon gives Hxecration, 


(conditionally denounced, to bind in Covenant) as the 


ground of bis Etymology of this name of God. 
See Hebrew Writings perfect, Edit. 1734. and 


Execration, as the ideal ſignification of the word. 


p. 31%: 313. The word s, (as a verb, jurare, 
adjurare, Pejerare) with its deflections, alone is 

45 conſtrued, imprecatio, execcatio, malediRtio, ] Ju- 
* ramentum, jusjurandum, peijurium, — once 
* right; Deut. xxix. 2 1. Secundum omnes execra- 
tiones pacti ſcripti in libro legis iſtius. — putting 
* and declaring themſelves under a conditional 
Execration, for the aſſurance and comfort to 


it med. And obſerves, p 317. that ſeve- 


£6 


cc 


ral have come near the ſenſe of this name, but, for 
_ want of the ideal ſjgnification of the avrd, could not 
get through. N. amely from not conſidering that an 
Execration conditionally denounced was an Oath 


to men, and might be ſo to God: but it was pointed 

for a paſeve, which forbids this interpretation. 
My firſt and principal point, ſays the Doctor, 
** p. 72, ſeems to be yielded by the majority of 

my Opponents, vig. that adjuring or adminiſ- 

tering an Oath is a proper and ſcriptural ſenſe 
r 

He has then made that bs firſt and principal point, 


n 


cc 


which has nothing to do in the diſpute: all that 
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we have to maintain is that Ale is an Oath With 
Curſing, or a Curie denounced for, or as, an Oath ; 
and that the Curſe which God e, at mk 


ing his Covenant with the people of 1/racl, was 


an Oath to himſelt; and a Curſe denounced for 


and unleſs 
there were ſomething i in the literal meaning of 


an Oath to another, is an Oath ſtill; 


the word that confined it to this or that ſpecies of 


Swearing, the proving that adjuring 15 a proper 


and ſcriptural ſenſe of the word, is proving for, 


not againſt, us. An Adjuration may certainly be : 
called a Curſe, e it was one; and ſo may an 


Oath for the Cans reaſon. Mr. Kalmar a learned 


foreigner, does plainly allow that an Oath may be 
called Ale becauſe of the Exccration in it ; in his 


anſwer to me p. 14. 
© It is true ſometime the Covenanters, binding 
e themſelves to the performance of the Cove- 
© nant, ſwear and uſe ſuch words which will im- 
*© ply ſome idea of a Bann, Curſe or Execration : 
but it cannot be ſaid, that they always, or all 
„ the Covenanters whatſoever Go ſo too; there- 


&C 


© and whenever it is uſed.” 


Wherever and whenever therefore the Covenanters 


did bind themſelves or ſwear in ſach words as im- 
ply the idea of a Bann, Curſe or Execration in 
them, it follows according to this Gentleman that 


Tx is rightly interpreted an Execration; and that 


the Covenanters ſometimes ſwore, or GI" them- 


ſelves, by an Ale to the performance of the Cove- 


nant. 


© fore it would be moſt improper to think, that 
«© Fx muſt be render'd Execration, wherever - 
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Theſe acknowledgments of our foreign and learn- 
cd friend, prove all that we deſire; for from thoſe 
places of Scripture, whence it appears they did 
uſe words that imply a Curſe or Bann, we ga- 
ther alſo that it was cj7omary to uſe ſuch words 
when they ſwore, adjured, or ratified their Co- 
venants. This Gentleman, who has mad? ſome 
good obſervations, oblerves rightly here, that an 


Oath was called an Execration or Ale 18 the 


words that carry an idea of a Curſe in them, not 
| becauſe that Curſe was denounced on another. 
And that an Ale was ſometimes uſed to confirm a 
Covenant, and bind the Covenanters to perform-_ 
| ance. All that the exception of this learned Gen- 
tleman amounts to is, that whenever they took 
an Oath, or ſwore to the performance of a Co- 
venant without uling ſuch words as implied the 
idea of a Bann or Curſe, ſuch Oath was not an 
Ale, which I readily grant; but do not think ſuch 
an inſtance can be found; for an Oath whether 
given or taken, expreſſes or implies a Curſe or pe- 


nal Sanction e to it. In the Oath or Ale 


betwixt God and Iſfrael in the wilderneſs; in that 
of the High Prieſt on all who were privy to 


theft, private injury, &c. in 7oſhua's Oath or 


MV about the building of Jericho; Ifrael's a- 
bout giving Benjamin wives; Saul's about the faſt, 
and others that might be cited, execratory words 


are uſed, conſequently theſe Oaths are properly 


denominated by N and I conclude from hence, 


that whenever an Oath or Adjuration 1s called 


ee, it is becauſe ſuch eXeCratory words were 
uſed 
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( 32 ) 
uſed or ſufliciently i implied; and I apprehend that 


the firſt and principal point- the Doctor has to 
prove, according to his definition, is that NIX is 
a Curſe on others, not on one's elf. not that a 
Curſe on others is called Ale: that adjuring or | 
adiminiſtring an Oath is a proper and /criptural 
fenſe of 558, as it is uſed, is true to the Ear and 


falſe to the mind; unleſs e. g. a carriage ſignifies a 


coach becauſe a coach] is a carriage; or an Cath 
ſignifies an Adjuration, becauſe an Acjuration is an 


Oath. It is true that the Scripture properiy calls 


that x which was an Oath admini/ſter'd, but it 
is not therefore true that Oath cdmincler | is the 
proper ſenſe of N52, This fallacy, an undeſign- 
ed one, 1 hope and believe, is the main pillar, 
or, in the Doctor's more correct and elegant 


phraſe, the very vitals of bis whole Syſtem ; tor if 


the word, as Mr. Kalmar allows, p. 14. /ignifies 
ſometimes mere and ſimple adjuring , or taking an 
Oath, ſometimes eurſins, and ſometimes both to- 
: gether, the foundation of our W ſtands 

immovable. 

So that what the Doctor call his 25 and prin- 

: cipal point, and which he thinks 


* poſſibly without a cloſe and ftrict examination 


of the word had not been conceded,” p. 72. 


is what Mr. C. builds upon ; and from That paſ- 


ſages proves that Ale as a noun, 18 an Ozth with 
Cui fing. 


The perplexity the Doctor has thrown us s into, | 


as he ſays; 
how to aut this ſenſe of ors to Mr. 
Hulchinſon's 


(33) 


at ͤ .. «  Hutchinſon's ſole Expoſil 71108 by Iwearing to a 


0 Covenant, 
s zs a miſt before his own eyes; ; he didn't fee that 
a aauring was called "x becauſe of the Curſe; 


and that he who pronounced the words of the 
Curſe was ſworn himſelf by thoſe words that laid 
the obligation on every body. And that when 9 
| he talked of Mr. Hutchinſon's ſole Expoſition by = 4 
fearing, he was talking without book, and giv- — 
ing you the ſentiments of an Author he had not 
read. _ 
This confuſion of Ideas with regard to an mm 
Oath and the manner of ſwearing among the an- i 
tients, has produced ſeveral pages of the leſs ſ- ij 
rious ſort of writing, which ſeem deſigned to di- 1 
vert the Reader and lead his thoughts from the 
point in diſpute, and avoid the danger of conſi- 
dering the merits of the Cauſe with candour and 
ſobriety. x 
Mr. Bate, ſays the 8 Doctor, engages 
to ſhew that to execrate and adjure are the ſame 
<< thing, p. 53.— wearing is the ſame thing 
© with adjuring, and adjuring is the ſame 
with curſing, —and thus as they have repre- 
_ © ſented the matter, they agree with me and 1 
* with them. For tho' there be the appearance 
of three different ſenſes in the three different 
1 <& renderings into Engliſh, yet according to theſe 
| © Gentlemen (and to ſpear the truth, tho 1 muſe 
1 ce ſome how or other make my eſcape here according 
4 to myſelf too) they all come to the ſame thing in 
7 — Hebrew. — and 1 in common ſenſe, but 1 
N didn js 


62 


(34 Þ 
e didn't think of being pinned down to it. And 
© that it would ſet aſide all my objections, and clear 
n diſpute of all the perplexitiss we had involu- 
«K 2d it in. 
It is true we agree with the Doctor in what he 
endeavours to make himſelf merry with; — that 


feearing is the ſame thing with adiuring, and 
aqjuring with curſing ; for he bimſelf defies Ad- 
| Juraticn to be a Curſe denounced on otters; and 
owns that he that was adjured, was ſworn, 80 
that according to his account, aur ing is the ſame 
thing with fearing. and ſwearing with caring, 


and there ſeems but little foundation for cenſure 


on this head; and leſs for the titter his words 
break forth in. I am glad to ſee howevver that 


the Gentleman can let himſelf down, and be mer- 


ry with— nothing. 


——* ] have however been inſtrumental, lays he, 
in the production of new lights—.” 1 
The light ſeems to break in upon him, but here 


is no new light produced, unleſs it be to himſelf. 


Mr. Hutchinſon all along conſidered an Oath as a 


Curſe denounced, and ſo does Dr. Sharp himſelf 
— in his Diſſertation before an unlucky uic had 
been made of this definition of an Oath. 
The Doctor mult have been very inattentive to 
What he undertook to confute, if he really thinks 
that it is Mr. Bate who produces at length the pri- 
mary ſenſe, Curſe, from whence thoſe ſecondary 
ſenſes of Swearing, and Qath are branched off 
It is commonly explained fo; the Doctor, who did 
not conſider juſt then what an Oath was, thought 
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he had got an inſuperable objection to Mr. 
a hag s conſtruction of Aleim, from his con- 
reigg Alue, a perſon execrated, and I remark- 

o him, what ſcems to be the ſenſe of all the 
I 1 Commentators and Lexicographers 
togetier, that, as Leigh ſays, verhum hoc pro- 


prie execrari figmficat, et per metonymiam Ju- 


rare, quia juguranaum cum execratione qungi fo- 
Let. If J am fo happy as to have produced any 
new light, the Doctor may enjoy i bis own way; 


it was in this light I faw Ale ns an Oath before I 


writ the Examiner Examined, tho? he appeal bs. -- 
that to prove me inconſiſtent with myſelf, But 
Would it not have been a piece of condeſcenſion 


pardonable i in the Doctor, I mean, as a diſputant 


only, if he had been pleaſed, inſtead of loſing 


what be was going to ſay in a laugh, to have con- 


fidered with me the paſſages of Scripture I had 
produced to clear up this material point! had he 


done fo, the wide difference betwixt Mr. Hutch- 


inſon and his Defenders would have diſappeared; 
and the extenſive id u, and difjuſrue expoſiti £701 of 
the term would have been only owing to his look- 


ing at it thro' a falſe medium, as children divert 
themſelves with looking 


g thro' a multiplying claſs, 
and think they ſee as many things, as they do re- 
flections. 
elt is made to ſignify, in different lights and 
views, Swearers, Adjurors, Curſers, oppoſets, 

1 propoſers, interpoſers, Allies, Coveranters, or 
« Contrafting Powers.” p. 89. 


And he might have brought together twenty o- 
C ͤ˙¹ 
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ther phraſes with as much wit and pertinency as 
he has done theſe. A,variety, of -phraſe, and dif- 


ference in wording a n is not always a 


variety in ſenſe; and many of theſe words he 


tacks together here as a ſtring of diſcordant ſen- 
ſes, are in fact and reality the ſame thing. He 


may ſee now perhaps that an Oath was given and 
taken by a Curſe; and that Covenants were con- 


firmed by the ſame or like form of execratory 
words; and may recollect that r, as a learned 
man ſays, in contractu Fœderis (quod et de, ex- 


ecratio, ab adjuncto dicitur) ordinariè ponitur, and 
then Allies, Covenanters and Contrafting Powers | 


will be general terms, not very improperly appli- 
ed to thoſe who have bound themſelves under a 


Curſe to each other. * And abundance of this ſort 


of drollery, which would have graced Mr. Kal- 


mar's page, whence he ſeems to have taken the 


hint, better than his own, or any man's, who 


piques himſelf upon making a grave and decent | 


appearance, will loſe its poignancy. And if Mr. 


Aboab and Mr. Bate do not expreſs themſelyes | in 
the ſame manner, or conceive exactly alike of an 

Oath, what is that to our diſpute? or how does 

that prove that the definition of an Oath given by 


Had the people had authority to pronounce the words 


of the (urſe, the title of Aleim, would have been as proper 
to them as it is to kings, who had a right and authority to 
denounce, and on ſolemn occaſions did denounce it; and as 
it is to God, who may if he pleaſes lay himſelf under the o- 
bligation of it, but whom no creature or ſubject had power 
enough to bring under its facred band, 


all 


(37 ) 


all mankind is not true? Why ſays Mr. Kalmar, 
“ Dr. Sharp betwixt them too is ſafe; inter dues 
litigantes tertius gaudet. Let then the two 
ſanguine H nians quarrel with one another, 
oof © ge 
The Doctor takes the hint from this ſcrap of Latin 
to rejoice in the leſs manly way, and flip out of 
the diſpute, many times, where two perſons dif- 
fering is no proof that they are both wrong, which 
they "muſt both be, before the third can be ſafe. 
And tho! he would parallel this with the varie- 
ty of ſenſes I have charged their Arabic Doctors 
with giving to the Hebrew words, yet is the caſe. 
by no means the ſame; the variety of ſenſes the 
Arabic conſtruction gives the word follows e- 
ceſſarily from the infinite vagueneſs and confuſion 
of that language ; for one man has as much right 
to aſſign any Hebrew word, one of the many 
ſenſes, its ſuppoled parallel Arabic word has, as 
another has to aſſign it another; and the ſame 
perſon may by the fame rule and authority, con- 
ſtrue it one way one day; and another way ano- 
ther; and one way in this place, and another 
way in that place; and differently in the ſame 
place at different times. As a learned man gives 
an inſtance of the perfection of the Alcoraniſb, 
called Arabic, and its uſefulneſs in conſtruing 
the Scriptures, becauſe by it he could make the 
ſame Hebrew word in the ſame Text ſignify, great 
and /all. Here the variety and uncertainty is 
_ unavoidable, but that betwixt Mr. Aboab and my- 
ſelf, as well as that betwixt the Doctor and Mr. 
1 Avoab, 


60 
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Aboab, and the uſual variety in people's ſenti- 
ments is accidental, owing only to a moral, not 


natural, neceſſity. And may admit of ſome of 


thoſe apologies we give in anſwer to Infidels when 


they argue from the variety of Sects among Cbriſ- 
tians, and variety of opinions eng thoſe of the 


fame Sect, againſt the uſe of the Scriptures as a 
Rule of Faith and Manners, 


Quid vetzt ridentem dicere verum? and there- 


fore the Doctor aſks p. 80. 


c ent the preciſion appear only in Mr. Bate's 


oven conſtruction, viz, that Tx. is ſimply a 


“ Curſe z hat is it we muſt ſay, of tbe one i- 


dea throughout, viz. poſition ; by which another 
1 cetcrmines the meaning of the word 
© with preciſion ? ”* 


Why ! that the other H is miſtaken: nd 


this but a ſimple queſtion ; and this and the next 


page but ſimple ſneering, as perhaps he may find 


before he has done with the preciſion of Hebrew 


words. But I ſhall leave this fort of reaſoning and 


treatment to the Reader's judgement, who will 
judge of our manners and matters for themſelves 


without taking our directions about it. And paſs 
on to Sect. IV. for there is nothing relating to this 


part of our diſpute between. And here we are 
to conſider the places where TX is, or is ſuppo- 


ſed to be, uſed as a verb. The firſt | is, 
1 OR lament. ak 

| There is no proof, faith Mr. Hutchinſon, that 

this is from Nh. Dr. Sharp in his Diſſer. p. 15. 


anſwers cordially, v very true. It is therefore out of 


the 
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the preſent queſtion ; for if it came from this root, 
it muſt be feminine and fngular, when as the 
addreſs is to all the inhabitants of the land, and 


the preceding verbs are plural, had this verb, as 
our Tranſlation makes it, related to them it muſt 


have been plural and maſculine likewiſe. But now 

the Doctor ſeems to have changed his mind, and 

claim it as a derivative of &, 

and I now remark further, ſays he, that it may 
& refer to YA at ver. 6. : 


But can the accuſative terram meam, be the an- 


tecedent to the zmperative verb? let the Reader 
judge of this reference upon a view of the Context. 
Mr. Kalmar is inclined to think that O is a cor- 
ruption of Wes, being ſenſible it ought to be plu- 


ral were it a verb, as more ſuitable to the context, 


tho he talks of its being addreſſed to the nation of 
the Yews collectively, which gave the hint for re- 
ferring it to 7erram in the 6th ver. I have ſuppoſ- 


ed it to be a word for hing or lamentation, as 


OE, is for crying out or lamenting ; Mar. de Cal. 


N ululavit, which, as the Engliſh word houl, 
ſeems to be formed from it. And 55x, with a 


double 5 is twice uſed, as, (Mar. de Cal.) inter- 
jectio dolentis, ve. And our word may be from 


the fame root notwithſtanding its dropping one 5 


in this place. 


6 


Here the Doctor reprimands me for ſaying he 
gave it up as a Hebrew word, by fetching it from 


the Arabic, which is highly reſented; but unleſs 
it could come from the Helreu & and the A. 


rabic 98 both, my inference holds that the A. 


rabic 
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(40) 
rabic note contradichs the reaſoning in the book itſelf, 
which I ſubmit to the Reader; and I could oftner 
divert myſelf with 7he/e kind of turns, were I to 
watch for opportunities. | 
Ae inſiſts here, ſays the Door, — the word 
« N being plural 


Which I ſuppoſe he collects, from p. 17. l. 33. 


and p. 18. I. 1. in both which places, I ſay it is 


in the gular number; which is the ground of 


my reaſoning, as he obſerves himſelf juſt above, 


and I never ſo much as hint at the contrary. 


This is not the cu inſtance where he repreſents 
me as ſaying the reverſe of what I do; but 1 


| ſhould have thought this a falſe print, had it not 
been for the abſurdity he fixes upon me by this 
wndeſigned miſrepreſentation. The Doctor's Gar- 
den is full of thoſe fouers of Controverſy which 
he thinks Joſe their fragrancy when they are tofſed 


5 and fro. If he pleaſes therefore he may keep that 


to himſelf, which he preſents me with after the 
above piece of ingenuity.— I muſ? not ſay that he 


7s inconſiſtent with himſelf, for it is of a Ag with 
the reſt. Review p. 106. and fo is p. 107. 
Our next Verb! 18, Jud. XVI1. 2. e. | 
« The eleven hundred Heel of ſilver, that were ta- 
ken from thee, and NOX D (Pag. tu adju- 
fraſti) about which thou curſedſt, and THokeſt | 
© alfo in mine ear 

I refer this to the Curſe or Bann publickly pro- 
nounced by the High Prieſt againſt all who were 
privy to the theft, which there was authority for 
in the Law, Lev. v. 1. and extended to all things 
| taken 


TO 
taken away by violence or fraud, ch. vi. 2, and 
incautiouſly ſaid, that it might be hb1phil here, be- 
cauſe of the Jod in the third order; not recollect- 
ing that the jd is not uſed without an N prefixed, 
unleſs there be ſome other prefix; in which caſe 
the dis moſt frequently dropped. And I ſtand 
corrected for my blunder. Mr. Kalmar is very 
angry indeed about it, and J hope this will paci- 
fy him. But be it al or Hiphil, it will come to 
the ſame; and al is frequently uſed in the hiphil 
ſenſe. If it be in Kal, it only ſays, ſhe adjured or 
denounced the Curſe by the Prieſt; as guod facis 
per alium facis per te. Why the circumſtances 
of the times when this happened, as the Doctor 
argues, will not admit of my conſtruction, doth 
not appear, for it is not to be imagined there 
was no Tabernacle or Houſe of God i in J/rael at 
that time, or Prieſt to exerciſe the power God 
had given him. We find many places of divine 
worſhip occaſionally mentioned, ſome one of 
which ſhe might have recourſe to. 
The Doctor propoſes ſeveral ſenſes in his Diſſer. 

p. 16. which y may bear very conſiſtently with 
the context, but nom adheres to agjuraſtt, which, 5 
ſays he, 

1 three of my Opponents agree is not right, but 
** diſagree with each other in every thing elle. 
Which if it were true, is nothing to the purpoſe. 
Nor is the ſenſe, in our opinion, of the word at 
all affected by a diſpute about the deſign, with 
which the uttered a Curſe, for here only we dit- 
fer ; whether ſhe did ſo in her own perſon, pro- 
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rabic note contradicts the reaſoning in the book  2tfelf;, © 
which I ſubmit to the Reader; and I could oftner 


divert myſelf with theſe kind of turns, were 1 to 
watch for opportunities. 
Hie inſiſts here, ſays the Doctor, upon the word 
N being plural. 
Which I ſuppoſe he collects, from p. 1% J. 33. 
and p. 18. 1. 1. in both which places, I fay it is 
in the ingular number; which is the ground of 
my reaſoning, as he obſerves himſelf juſt above, 
and I never fo much as hint at the contrary. 
This is not the only inſtance where he repreſents 
me as faying the reverſe of what I do; but I 
ſhould have thought this a falſe print, had! ic not. 
been for the abſurdity he fixes upon me by this 
unde/igned miſrepreſentation. The Doctor's Gar- 
den is full of thoſe ſowers of Controverſy which 
he thinks Ioſe their fragrancy when they are toſſed 
fo and fro. If he pleaſes therefore he may keep that 
to himſelf, which he preſents me with after the 
above piece of ingenuity.— I muft not ſay that be 
ts inconſiſtent with himſelf, for it is of a piece with 
the reſt. Review p. 106. and fo is p. 107. 
ODiur next Verb is, Jud. xvii. 2. NN. 
« The eleven hundred ſbekels of ſilver, that were ta- 
e ken from thee, and Me "NR (Pag. tu adju- 
et raſti) about which thou curſedſt, and pokeſt 
& alfo in mine ear 
I refer this to the Curſe or Bann publickly pro- 
nounced by the High Prieſt againſt all who were 
privy to the theft, which there was authority for 
in the Law, Lev. v. I. and extended to all things 
% | taken 
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taken away by violence or Grand, ch. vi. 2. and 
incautiouſly ſaid, that it might be hiphil here, be- 
cauſe of the Jod! in the third order; not recollect- 


ing that the 7d is not uſed without an 7 prefixed, 


unleſs there be ſome other prefix; in which caſe 


the 7 is moſt frequently dropped. And I ſtand 
corrected for my blunder, Mr. Kalmar is very 
angry indeed about it, and I hope this will paci- 
fy him. But be it ka/ or Hiphil, it will come to 


the ſame; and #a/ is frequently uſed in the hiphil 


ſenſe. If it be in al, it only ſays, ſhe adjured or 


denounced the Curſe by the Prieſt ; as guod facis 
per alium facis per te. Why the circumitances 
of the times when this happened, as the Doctor 
argues, will not admit of my conſtruction, doth. 
not appear, for it is not to be imagined there 


was no Tabernacle or Houſe of God in Hrael at 
that time, or Prieſt to exerciſe the power God 
had given him. We find many places of divine 
worſhip occaſionally mentioned, ſome one of 
which ſhe might have recourſe to. 


The Doctor propoſes ſeveral ſenſes in his Diſſer. 


p. 16. which yo may bear very conſiſtently with 
the context, but now adheres to ow; which, 


ſays he, 


Tt 3 of my Opponents agree 18 not right, but 


** diſagree with each other in every thing elle. 


Which if it were true, is nothing to the purpoſe. 


Nor is the ſenſe, in our opinion, of the word at 


all affected by a diſpute about the deſign, with 


which ſhe uttered a Curſe, for here only we dif- 


fer; whether ſhe did ſo in her own perſon, pro- 
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phancly and in a paſſion ; or by the Prieſt, pro- 
perly and authoritatively, as an Oath ; or irregular- 

ly, herſelf; it comes ſtill within the meaning of 
| Ale a Curſe. It was not an Oath given or taken 
| indeed if it was only prophane Curſing; but if 
it was what we call adjuring, and ſpoke by her- 
ſelf, that was giviyg an Oath to all the ſuſpected, ; 
and ſo comes within Mr. C.'s ſenſe of Ale, But 
if the good woman did this (as we have no reaſon 
to ſuppoſe thecontrary, the contrary not being ſaid,) 
regularly by the proper Officer, here is an Ale 
which was an Oath to the perſon who ſpoke it, as 
we ſhall fee preſently, that of the Prieſt's was, 
as well as to all other perſons. N 
After the Doctor has ſaid all he can to rob each 
. of his Opponents of their Expoſition of ſome par- 
ticulars in this paſſage of Scripture, he humbly 
begs leave to enjoy his own, and charitably wiſhes 
we may give each other the fame liberty, which 
he need be in no pain about, we are not High 
Prieſts. ) 8 
It is uncertain what ſum of money is meant by 
$5573 RD) 738, whether PR was a piece of 
money, Gold ſuppoſe, ſtamped with a Bull, or 
it be a numeral here, a thouſand; if the firſt, a 
Bull or Ox, might be equal to a hundred of fila 
ver; but this is beſide our queſtion, Ie 
I Sam, xiv. 24. 0 3 
Saul Y adjured the People. My two Opponents, 
Mr. Kalmar and the Doctor, will have it, and 
they ſhall if they pleaſe, that this verb is from 
the root dN; the firſt A . 
. 5 | n. 


in) 


* true, Saul ated raſhly, but this ſanguine H—- 


nian has acted raſhly too with the Scripture, not 
* conſidering what is ſaid ver. 27, 28. charged 
ee the people with an Oath. 8 


The ſecond ſays, 
E the ſenſe of adjuring is ful ly confirmed by 


© the expreſſion in the 27th and 28th verſes.” 
And ſomething more is fully confirmed in the 
24th verſe, if there be no doubt of the root of 


ox here, and we may reſt the whole diſpute up- 
on this ſingle Text, it being ſo evident that this 
Denunciation was an Oath to Saul, It gives us 
the form of an Ale, faying, Curſed be WR he, or 
every one, that &c. and proves that the noun, ol 
le, is rightly conſtrued in Det. xxix. 12. becauſe 
Saul by this word, did adjure, ſwear, or bind 
under a Curſe the people, and h:m/elf too, in the 
ſame words. God's Ale runs in the very form, and 
muſt likewiſe be a reciprocal Oath and binding | 
to himſelf who ſpoke it. 


Mr. Bate, ſays the Doctor, who formerly un- 


« derſtood this paſſage as our Tranſlation gives it, 


0c and who is cited by me as taking it in this ſenſe, 
& has, in this diſpute with me, changed his mind; 


e for otherwiſe 1 ſhould have ſcemed to have been 


in the right. ' 


The Doctor 3 chagrins himſelf with theſe 


kind of turns, and ſeems jealous of our not paying 


regard enough to his ſentiments, which he has no 


reaſon for here; I changed my mind, not /e/t he 


Should ſeem to be in the right, but becauſe he did 


ſeem to be in the right. 
5 2 5 Some 
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e Some of the beſt Lexicographers, lays.” he, 
cite this very pallage under the root 9 
„ 
To which. [ reply, that I am very much inclined 
to think they are in the right of it. A piece of 
Complaiſance [ had but little reaſon to expect 
would be conſtrued into an offence ; I muſt not 
| ſay, becauſe-it would be that fort of angry lan- 
guage and leſs candid inſinuation the Doctor ſo 
often proteſts againſt, fee int. al. Review, p. 24. 
that be Hetrays bere a viſible diſpoſition to quarrel | 
with me low innocent ſoever J am; but ſurely it is 
being too much upon the contrary, as well as cap- 
tious, to ſuppoſe I changed my mind—over 
to his opinion, /eft he ſhould ſeem to be in the right. 
The Doctor very artfully adopts Mr. Kalmar's 
acting raſhly, and makes it his own p. 12.; and 
would inſinuate that I had acted raſbly with the 
Scripture, as that too haſty Gentleman charges 
me, — in contradicting the very evident truth, 
and aſſerting a manifeſt falſhood ; language which 
Dr. Sharp cannot be pleaſed with; and a charge 
which he cannot make out; for, ſaying, Curſed 
be, &c. was an adjuration; ſo it will be true, that 


Saul adjured the popes, whatever ſenſe ow _— 


taken 1 in. 


„N 1 Kings vill. wi. ; 
I have the happineſs to agree with Dr. Sharp, as 
to the ſenſe of this word here, as referring to the 
Curſe denounced by the High Priefſt—and it is 
no matter what part of ſpeech it is, whether verb 
or neun, and hall leave to the Reader s judgement. 
t he 


1 : 
the {quabble about it, Review p. 113. who, I 


imagine, will not ſo readily condemn me, becauſe 


my words are not ſo exactly cited as they ſhould 
be, atthe top of the page ; or becauſe the ſentence 
would not run fo eaſy in Engliſh, if it be tranſ- 

lated by a noun; or think J am inconſiſtent in 
tranſlating it either as a verb or noun, when Iſay 
it may be conſidered as either. 
Be it however verb or noun the ſenſe is agreed 
upon, as referring to the Cuſtom of adminiſtring 
_ Oaths among the Iſraelites; as Dr. Sharp does him- 


ſelf allow to my full ſatisfaction, Diſſer. p. 20. 


=> and which he has not retracted in his Review, for 
he there ſays Mr. Bate himſelf allows that this 


Text ſpeaks of a Curſe pronounced by the High 
Prieſt, This therefore will be one Text more 


for our ſenſe of "x, either as verb or noun, be- 


cauſe the High Prieſt ſpoke in general terms—— 


He that has heard or ſeen or knows any thing of 
the matter ſhall bear his iniquity, if he does not 
utter it, which neceſſarily included himſelf, and 

Was as much an Oath to him as to any body elle, 


Hof. iv, 2. ON and chap. x. 4. MPN. 


"Theſe two paſlages ſpeak of prophane and falſe 
_ Gurjing, and Swearing 3 Which is ſwearing, or de- 
nouncing Curſes, as much as if it had been done 
in a religious and ſerious manner, and ſo the ſenſe 
of the word is the ſame. I have the pleaſure, at 
leaſt I thought it fo, to agree with Dr. Sharp, 


that they are nouns here----1f may juſtly be doubted 


whether they be verbs, ſays the Doctor; to which 
I very complaiſantly reply, there ſeems to me no 


doubt 
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| doubt of their being nouns, as being convinced of 
| it by what follows in the Diſſertations. But even 
1 here I am not fo happy as to give content to ei- 
ther of my Opponents. Mr. Kalmar would have 
me fight about it: the Doctor cenſures me for be- 
ing Poſiti wo. 
5 I thoughtnobody would be poſitive either way. 
Tho 1 only ſay, there ſerms to me no doubt ; not 
foſtivey there is no doubt. And J really 
thought it was the Doctor's opinion too that they 
were nouns, for ſince they muſt be conſidered ei- 
ther as der or nouns, when he ſaid, there may 
juſtly be made a doubt cohether they be verbs or on- 
ty nouns, | concluded that he meant here was 
regſon to deem them noms, eſpecially as he ſeems 
10 dejign to prove them ſuch- wha? moji of all, lays 
he, recommends the interpretation of them as nouns, 
85, Kc. p. 23. but Jam miſtaken, 
| I had left ir doubtful, *” ſays the Doctor. 
And 1 do not know upon a Review, whether 
| his words may not fairly be taken both ways; 
and he has a right to put his own interpretation 
upon them. But if there be any credit in being 
"dubious here, I have no title to it. If there be 
any reafon for doubting, it doth not appear to me, 
except their being pointed as verbs may be a rea- 
ſon. But there is an apparent reaſon why the 
Doctor ſhould leave it doubtful, for if dN Hef. 
iv. 2. be a verb, then here is one inſtance where 
the N is not changed or caſt away; if it be a noun, 
2 Swearer or Curſer, then it is one inſtance of its 
application to a perſon ; and it was prudently done 
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"2 „ 
do leave it doubtful, as well as to expreſs it doubt- : 
FURY. - 
The Gentlemen triumph upon an imaginary 

difference betwixt Mr. Aboab and me on this head, 
which if it was real, as their manner of citing 
him would make one think, would be but ve- 
ry little to the purpoſe; and the uſe they make of 
it tends only to exerciſe the Reader's patience, 
KH and our temper. 
T Mr. Abaab fays, p. 16. 

1 ] am much ſurprized that our Author, who is 

* ſo great an advocate for the points, ould make 

“any doubt in the word MR Hoſ. iv. 2. whe- 
_& ther it is a verb,” — 
The Doctor relates it, as if Mr. Aboah was = 
prized, becauſe it was his own opinion; where- 
as his /urprize is, that an advocate for the points 
ſhould make any doubt ; and cites it thus, 

e on the other hand, Mr. Aboab is even much 
©. ſyrpriſed I ſhould make any doubt in the word 
ff. Review, p. 114. 

Mr. Aboab in the next page ſays, 5 
The context requires all the words there (viz. 
© in Hof. iv. 2.) to be conſtrued verbally, thus 
5 FW * ſwearing, denying, mutdering, ſtealing, and 
not as nouns. 
The Doctor cites this, 

«© The context requires it to be conſtrued verbal v 

& and not as @ noun, 
and omits the word feoearing, (for the ſake of 

brevity only, ) which explains what he meant by 
conſtruing it verbally ly, and not as a noun; for the 
words 
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words he uſes are one ſort of nouns, not verbs. 


IJ am an entire ſtranger to Mr. " Mboah, but ima- 
gine him a foreigner, and poflibly he may not 
| have expreſſed himſelf very accurately when he 
faid, verbally and not as nouns ; but his meaning 


18 plain enough, which the anner of citing him, 


gives a quite diderent turn to: but the Gentle- 
men had good reaſons for leaving out in their Ci- 


tations, what the meaning of the paſſages turns 


upon; and will favour us with thoſe reaſons when 
called upon no doubt. 
The Doctor ſeems mighty fond of his learned 
friend Mr. Kalmar, and follows cloſe in his ſteps, 
tho' with a more ſolemn tread; and generally 
plays upon us in the ſame thought, put into more 


cautious language indeed, | _ 
Dr. Sharp betwixt them two is ſafe—let then 


« the two ſanguine H—nians quarrel with one | 


% another.” ſays Mr. Kalmar. 


The Doctor makes us differ whether we will or 
no; thinks himſelf ſafe between us, and appeals from 
one to the other, concluding that his arguments 
and doubts may keep their ground till we are a- 
greed. He is too much upon his guard to bid us 


quarrel with one another, becauſe that would ap- 


pear ill-natured ; and only ſays, He wiſhes we may 
not; but hints every now and then that we have 


reaſon to be angry with one another. 

From the 7200 or three inſtances where & is 
allowed to occur as a verb, the Doctor infers what 
nobody ever denied, that, in a/l the above inſtanc- 


es the N * changed or caſt away, it is an im- 
perfect 


F 


01, 
perfect verb with a mutable 7: but the other part 


of the ſyllogiſm is not yet proved, or ſo much as 


attempted to be proved, that zmperfed? verbs al- 
ways change or caſt away their 7 when deflect- 


ed: for if they retain the d, one in one deflection, 
another may in another, 
The next inference that, 
dit doth not fairly yield dat ſenſe in which Mr. 
" Hutchinſon explains its derivative Elobim,.—“ 


is owing to a miſtake in 0 knowing in what ſenſe 
Mr. Hutchinſon explains the radix. And his 
concluding that Mr. C.'s interpretation is dropped 
by me ſeems to ariſe from not having accurately 
enough conſider'd either that interpretation or my 


reaſons in ſupport of it, which he has all along 
turned off with an affected laugh. 


What the Doctor blames me for i in his 2d in- 
ference, viz, for ſaying that there 15 but one in- 
flance where N occurs as a verb undoubtedly, 


and that te Doctor himſelf even doubts of that 1 
gather'd, from a view of the whole which I again 
appeal to; and int, al. from what he ſays Diſ⸗ 
ſer. p. 19. that I cannot aſlure mn ſelf that T have 
even tax palſages to produce ; for the interbretation of 
the verb Hog; if there be not two, there can be 


but one; and if the Doctor will picch upon that 
one, I may have an opportunity of clearing my- 


{elf further, If I have wronged him 1 thall be 
ſorry for it; I do not yet ſee that I have. But 


ſince he e to talk in the dubious and oracular 


way, I muſt not be blamed tor taking the words 


in what ſeems to me to be their moſt natural mean- 


20 ing; 
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ing; and where I have done otherwiſe, if I have 
{o done, I am contented to bear the blame. 

But when he taxes Mr. Hutchinſon with laying 
fo great a ſireſs, as he ſays Mr. Hutchinſon did, 
and ſome of his foliowers do, on one purticuar 
ferſe of a verb but once uſed, be wron gs both Mr, 
Hutchinſon, his followers, and bite too. Mr, 
Hutchinſn no where lays any ſtreſs, much leſs 


ſo great a ſtreſs on its being uſed as a verb at all; 


or do any of his followers that I Know- of. I 


| have ſaid, to clear myſelf of this difficulty, that 
did not care if there was not one inſtance of it 


as a verb. And the Doctor puts himſelf in the 


wrong unneceſſarily by ſuch miſreprcſentations of 


the ſtate of the controverſy between us; and it is 
but ſeldom he cites any thing from any of us, 


but the reader is given to underſtand, that it is not 


agrecable to what we have ſaid clfewhere; that 


we have now changed our minds; that we now 


allow this; ſoften that; and are adjuſting our- 
ſelves to his commonly approved opinion, and the 
like; which if it ſhews art and conduct in a diſ- 


Pputant, ſhews nothing beſides but what is lets be- 
coming, and was leſs to be expected after his ma- 


ny proteſts in the behalf of truth and fair dealing. 
We now procced to MR as a Noun. Review, 


Gen. Xx1v. 41. 
The word is twice uſed in this verſe, which 


theLXXI indifferently trauſlate by aęæ and opxurpes, 
as well knowing it came to the ſame whether you 


cal it, Curſe, or AdJuration, 3 
The 


(51) 

The Doctor ſays he has no difference with me 
here, only that I think it ſhould be render d by 
 Execration, whereas he takes Oath (I ſuppoſe he 
means mx) in the ſenſe of aqjuration, which is 
all that is in diſpute between us. And he ſhould 
have ſhewn that an a4/uration was called & and 

ag not, as it was a Curſe denounced, but as it 
was denounced on others. All that I agree with 
the Doctor here is, that Abraham did not him- 


ſelf take an Oath. And it may be called Abra- 


| ham's Oath, becauſe he required it, or exacted it 
of his ſervant. So the Spics call the Oath they gave 
to Rahab, Foſh. ii. 17. her Oath, not becauſe 
ſhe took upon her as a magiſtrate to adminiſter 


the Oath, but becauſe ſhe required it of them, and 
they at her requeſt ver. 12 and 14. {wore unto 
her, I pray you ſwear unto me now by the Lord 


—and the men anſwer'd, our life for yours if &c. 
It is not faid that Abraham adminiſtered the Oath; 
only ver. 3 and 37. he made him ſwear. And ver, 


9. the ſervant put his hand under the thigh of A- 


braham his maſter and 'fware unto Fig From 
whence we may fairly conclude (tho' in complai- 


ſance to the Doctor I allowed it other wiſe before) 
that the ſervant did himſelf pronounce the words 


of the Curſe, which was the Oath. The words of 
the Curſe are not :nentioned ; and tho' Abraham 


would have pronounced them, had he been to 
have ſworn, yet as the ſer vant only was ſworn, 


it is not at all unlikely that he repeated the words 


himſelf; and then ic i very properly expreſſed that 
he fware unto him; and this is as properly called, 
4 2 Oath 


( 52) 


Oath ver. 8. it being the Oath the ſervant was him- * 
ſelf to take, at his maſter's requeſt, Andr ver. 1 
41. which refers to this act of the ſervant's in 8 
fwearing to his maſter, will be an Oath properly 14 
ſpeaking, or a Curſe ſpoke by the ſervant, and o- 5 


bligatory to himſelf, and ſo more than a Curſe de- 

nounced upon another, w hich is the Doctor's defint=e F 

tion of Aajuration, and his conſtruction of TR i 0 

Obſerve the wording of theTexts. —ver. 2. We . 

T will make or cate thee to fewear, Not I will 

adjure thee. Ver. q. and fe fware unto him; 
not, he was adjured by him. Abraham calls this, 
His Oath. Hi, becauſe he required him to give 

it him: and Oath, becauſe the ſervant himſelf 

gave it. The ſervant calls this his maſter's Ale 
or Curſe. And it was his maſter's, and his own = 
too. The inſpired writer here as on other occaſi- A. i 
ons call an Oath a Curſe, and a Curſe an Oath. = 
And , thus explained comes up to Mr. C's de- 
| flinition, an Oath under a conditional qmalediction. 
80 Abraham and his ſervant conceived it. One 
calls it Oath, the othe: Ale or Curſe. And both 
| apprehended that a Curſe was conditionally to af- 
F feect the ſervant. —Thou ſhalt be clear from this 
I my Oath, —and 41. this "we Ale, if Sc. But 
lays the Doctor, Diſſer. 
Lit cannot ſignify Oath any other ſenſe than 


as It Was ogruopes an adjuration, or wp the 
4 ſanction or penalty threatned.*” 


d then is a Curſe; becauſe g 18 a Curſe ; and 
_ - becauſe the ſanction of an Oath is a Curſe. And 
Oath thus ie will do Mr. C. all the ſervice 


he 


VV 


66 
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he wants from it. I think the Doctor does here 
acknowledgè that do fignifies a-Cur/e, or ſancti- 
on of an Oath. But the drift of his argument re- 


quiring him to appropriate the word Ale to Abra- 


Ham as his act, he therefore ſays, 

8 e was his who adjured, and not the ſer- 
„ vant's who was ſworn. * 

Put this into Exgliſb, and it fays, that 

« the Curſe denounced, or Oath adminiſter'd, 


"mw was his who adjured, {or adminiſter'd it) and 
not theſervant's who was ſworn”? (or to whom 


5 was adminiſter'd.) 


By Nox the Doctor underſtands, an Oath impoſed 


or | ada for d. What leſs does he ſay here now, 
than that an Oathadminiter'd is his Oath who at. 
miniſters it, and not the perſon s to whom it is 
adminiſter d? 
This has drawn a cenſure upon the Doctor from 
an eminent vriter of great candour and mildneſs 


of temper, which he would fain throw back as 


gain. 
I am not ſo fortunate (ſays he, Rev VIEW p. 120.) 


3 eſcape cenſure even where I 3 reaſon to hold f 
* myſelf moſt ſecure — l had ſaid in the Caſe of 


Abrabam, the NN“ (put it in Engliſh) the 


Oath adminiſter d, was his who adjured, and 


not the ſervant's who was ſworn. But he gives 


it for me, that the Ale between Abraham and 


* his ſervant, was the Oath of him who adjured 


cc 


and impoſed it, 
* ſworn,” p. 122. 

And ſo * Dr. Sharp, Zhe Oath adminiſter d was 

I f1s 


not the ſervant's who was 
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(54) 
his 0 who did adminiſter T6 15 he ſays Tx 


cannot be an Oat.) in any other ſenſe than as it was 
an adjuratun, which was the maſter's ſole act; 
and fo it was no Oath to the ſervant, And accord: 
ing to the Doctor the Text no where ſays that 
the ſervant was fixorn, only an adjuration was 


ſpoken by the maſter, which was no Oath, 
only the act of the ſpeaker. The maſter adjures 


the ſervant, but he is not ſworn, unleſs do and 


nav here ſignify Cath in a further ſenſe than 


meerly the maſter's act of adjuring ; which if 


they do, they muſt ſignify Oath or Curſe, not as 
they are impoſed on another, but as they are pro- 
per words for an Oath or Curſe af large; and then 
the ground of his reaſoning, upon a reſtrained 
ſenſe of Ale fails, on this ſcore only: if they do 
not mean more than the act of Abraham in adju- 
ring, then was it no Oath to the ſervant, and the 
cenſure above will ſtick where the judicious author 


has laid it. It is eaſy to ſee what rock the Doctor 
was endeavouring to avoid when he run himſelf 


upon the flats. And his Defence of himſelf turns 


wholly upon playing with d untranſlated. 
e E2eb. xvii. 16. and N ver. 19. 

„ Theſe paſſages carry an caly interpretation in 
< the ſenſe of Adjuration——” ſays the Doctor 


P. 123. But not dg full ſenſe of them, becauſe 
ver. 13. it was for the confirmation of 2 Cove- 
nant,—made a Covenant with him and brought 


him Nee (LXX) into a Curſe. Covenant im- 
plies conditions on both ſides, and was a reci- 


procal obligation, The ſuperior in a Covenant 
pro- 


6 


pronounces the Curſe in ſuch general words as in- 

clude himſelf, 

—“ G hy ſo? ſays the Doctor, this is neither 
© ſaid nor implicd in the phrak "IX IR NaN. 

Yes it is ; ; if the phraſe imply that he ſwore Ze- 

defich to the performance of the covenant- he 


made wih Lim: becauſe the words of the Curſe, 
AS app 4:5 upon another greater occaſjon, were ge- 
neral, c. irſed be be, that doch not ke eh all the words 


of this 05 Lenant. Nebuchadnezzar ſets Zedehiah, 


lO Was hot the right heir, tho! of the ſeed roy- 
al, on: 1 chrone, and treats with him as with a 


; king w.10 Was to pay homage to him, and whoſe 


kingdom he promiſed to ſupport on that conditi- 
on. is Oath or Cuiſe, and his Covenant with 


Him, ver. 16, implies a mutual contract and re- 


ciprocal obligation; and why ſhould it be ſup- 


poled that e king of Babylon ſhould refuſe to 


give his new ally, whom he had made a King, 
and ſet upon that reſpectable footing of equality, 
with himſelf, the ſecurity of an Oath, as well as 


of a Covenant which the Oath was a ſeal to? Co- 
venants were uſually confirmed by an Oath or 
Curſe denounced againſt the infringer of them, 
Would any one now that had not a turn to ſerve, 
have aſked, why ſo? why ſhould Nebuchadnez- 


Zar be tappoled to confirm his Covenant as other 


people did?! 
heſides the king of Baby Þn's Covenant and 


Curſe, which Zedetrab is hong with deſpiſing; 


God lays ver. 19. ſurely mine Oath (Curie) that be 


has 
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— 4 


£c 


deſpiſed the Oath, and broken the Covenant 


8 


% ſhould have ſaid as it is in the Text, therefore) 
„% mine NIX (Curſe) on the people in general, 


* which he has alſo deſpiſed, even it will I re- 


© compence upon his own head.“ 


We do give it this turn, and fo do the ſacred. 


hiſtory and the Prophets, See 2 Kings xxiv. 19. 
He did evil inthe fight of the Lord, ) therefore 


thro the anger of the Lord it came to paſs, until 
he had caſt them out from bis preſence, that Je- 


dekiah had rebelled againſt the king of Babylon. 


And 2 Chr. xxxvi. ver. 11, 12, 13. the breach 
of both the Covenants are objected to him. — He 
did evil in the fight of the Lord his God. — He 
alſo rebelled cobinſ king Nebuchadnezzar who had 
made him ſwear to God. —— Moreover all the chief 
of the Prieſts and the people tranſgreſſed very much 


_ after the abominations of the beathens—— therefore 


he brought upon them the king of the Chaldees. 


Here we ſee God puniſhed Zedetah and his peo 
ple for rebelling againſt the King of Babylon, and 
| himſelf; and made the firſt in the courſe of his 
Providence the immediate means of their puniſh- 
ment for the latter. It was Zedekiab's breaking 
the Covenant and —. the Curſe the king ot 


Babylon 


has deſpiſed and my Covenant that be hath broken, 
even it aoill I recompence upon his own head. 
| © The turn (ſays the Doctor, p. 125.) which 
« they aim to give this paſſage (for a reaſon that 
e will appear preſently) is this—ſeeing he has 


he made with the king of Babylon, ſurely (he 


(57) 

Babylon had brought him under, that prongs the 
Cbaldean army againſt him, who took Yeruſalem 
and burnt it with fire; carrying him and his peo- 
ple into captivity, How many times, and ho- -w 

earneſtly doth Jeremiah argue with himſelf to 
this very purpoſe, chap. xxxvii. and chap. xxxvill. 
ver. 17. Thus ſays the Lord, the God of Hoſts, the 

God of Iſrael, if thou wilt aſſuredly go forth to the 
king of Babylon s princes, then thy ſoul ſhall live; 
and this city ſhall not be burnt with fire. But he 
_ perſiſts in his rebellion, and the city is taken and 


5 burnt, and he and the people carried away to 


Babylon ; whereby the Curſe written in the Law 
of Moſes, was poured upon them in full vengeance. 
It is not therefore quite ſo ridiculous as the Doc- 
tor attempts to make it appear, that God ſhould re- 
venge his own Oath and Covenant upon Zedebiab, 
by his deſpiſing the king of Babylons. And one would 
have thought he could not but have obſerved it. 

God's Oath might be explained perhaps by an 
Oath taken in God's name; but God's Covenant 
cannot be a man's Covenant, for people covenant 
in their own, not God's name. And the Doctor's 
eaſy interpretation and juſt conſtruction, carries 
ſomething with it at firſt view extreamly hard of 
digeſtion ; but he had a turn to ſerve, and there- 
fore ſwallows the difficulty with great eaſe. 

But now God's Oath and Covenant carry an ob- 
vious meaning with them ; and this paſſage a 
really eaſy conſtruction, as implying the Oath God 
had ſworn to them, and the Covenant he made 
with them when they came out of Egypt, their 

breach 


(8) 


breach of which he now revenges by the king of 


Babylon, whoſe anger was raiſed by Zedekiab's 
treachery to him. I flatter myſelf that I have ſet 


the Doctor's juſt conſtrufion gde; let him try 


and ſet mine aſide. It he would have condeſcend- 
ed to have looked at the 11th of Jeremiah which 
J referred the reader to, perhaps he would have 
faved himſelf the trouble of trying to eſtabliſh 
another interpretation, as well as the chagrine of 
| ſeeing it ſo eaſily exploded, to uſe his word. But 


then the eaſy paſſage to the explication of Deut. 


XXIX. 12. had not been open'd ; and the conſtruc- 
tion of that important Text muſt have reſted, 


where I had placed it, on a conſideration of the 


words of the Curſe God now made uſe of. 
Deut. xxix. 12. 

ce That thou ſhouldſt enter into Covenant with 
« the Lord tby Gad, and into his Oath (ox) 


« which the Lord thy God maketh with thee 


et day. 


This Text is produced for an n 700 in the Foo 
per, and let me add, ul ſenſe of an Oath ap- 
plied to God; as an inconteſtable proof that God 
did ſwear to the [/+aelites, as well as bind them by 
Oath to himſelf. Dr. Sharp would make itas uſual 
an Adjuration only, or Oath impoſed. He cites 


the Chriſtian Plan, —This Oath or Ale was ſure- 
ly, properly ſpeaking, the Oath of God; and lays 
p79. 
Mr. Bate is ſo far from underſtanding t this Text, 
sas the aforementioned author does of God's Oath 
"* Properly Or that he interprets it as I do of 


en 


bo 


4 a 


(59) 
«© an Oath adminifter's by Maſes, in God's name.“ 


p. 29. which I ſuppoſe he collects from my 5 


ing the contrary, in that page. I ſay that the cere- 
mony of denouncing the Curſe, as God's act, was 


performed by Moſes ; and then after citing the 
Text, I ſay, 


9% i appears here that God did engage indir as 
ba party in the Covenant, and to perform his part 
« under an Mah Cork or Execration, 


which was an Oath, as properly ſpeaking, to God 


who ſpoke the words of it, as to the prope, to 
whom he ſpoke them. 80 alſo p. 


* When Jehovah, the over-bleſſed verfors of the 
© Trinity, deſcribed in types, all their counſel, 
©« the myſtery of Chriſt, the eternal purpoſe, which 
He purpoſed in Chrift Jeſus our Lord before the 
* world began; when this was deſcribed by Mo- 
* ſes, to the Church of God, and he was in the 
name, and on the behalf of God, to ratify the 
© whole by pronouncing with a loud voice. 
©. Curſed be he that obeyeth not the words of this 
* Covenant, God brought himſelf under the 
Aab be brought them, and & the ſame general 5 
© words,” 


This the Doctor thinks is interpreting og a as he 
| himſelf does, of an Oath adminiſter d by Moles, 
or of an Adjuration only; and in a quite different 
ſenſe from the ingenious author of the Chriſtian 


Plan ; but whatever appearance my words may 
make in a controverſial light, their plain meaning 


_ correſponds with what the elegant writer aſſerts; | 


and J am ſorry I muſt fay too, that I am not 10 
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near the ſentiments of Dr. Sharp on this head, as 
he would compliment me with being, I fa 


the words of the firſt, that e Oath or Ale was 


ſurely properly ſpeaking the Oath of God, and 


that in every ſenſe, it could be called his Oath, 


whether given or taken by him. And againſt the 
latter, that tho' I do interpret it of an Oath admi- 

nifter d by Moſes in God's name, I do interpret it 

of God's Oath properly, or an Oath binding to 

bimſelf; and I flatter myſelf I have proved it was 

ſo. But there is a little {light of hand here, which 
1 muſt detect. By an Oath adminifter'd the Doctor 
means an Adjuration ; but by Moſes's adminiſtring 
it, or in my words performing the Ceremony, 
in God's name, I only mean that God ſpake 
by him. 


Mr. Bate—interprets it, as J do- only what! 


ce 


46 


call adminiſtring an Oath or adjuring, ſays the 


Doctor, he full calls, for reaſons of bis. own, 
Curſing. 


e 


40 


Not for reaſons of my own ; but on the cencral 

_ conſtruction of the word by the Lexicons and 
Tranſlations; and the cuſtom and manner of ad- 
miniſtring an Oath, which was by denouncing a 


Curſe, conditionally. The Doctor goes on, 


Hut acknowledges nevertheleſs that this ſpecies 
« of Curſing was the method of adminiftring an 


© Oath (which looks as if the Doctor acknow- 

jedged it likewiſe.) © and the perſon it was pro- 

*© nounced to, was adjured by it, and took his 
| ©*. Oath, and came into the Curſe, as it is called, 


N ſaying Amen to the Execration or Curſe—— 
e F 


8 Mk 
Sus: 


( 61 3 
« The Curle, as it is called — that is called ſo by 
* himſelf on all occaſions. ** p. 130. 
Ay, and called fo by the Doctor himſelf too, as 
well as by every body elſe. They all conſtrue it 
a Curſe, when it has no relation to an Oath, and 
often when it has; ſee inter al. Num. v. 21. 
Neh. x. 29. enter'd into a Curſe and into an Oath; 
Here it is fo called by every body except the au- 
thor of the Vulgate J. who renders it ad pollicen- 
dum. And this and the like phraſe is always ren- 
der'd, as 1 do it in the LXX. It is alſo called /o by 
Dr. Sharp—in his Dyſſer. p. 20. Y is con- 
ſtrued, 70 fear him by an imprecation. And 
the ſenſe of Adjuring ſaid to be near akin to that of 
1 Curſing. And p. 25. ſo near akin that 2 an 
3 Adjuration, is a Curſe denounced on others,—— 
4 Denunciation of judgements on &c. ND a Curſe 
among her people. p. 28.—the ſanction of the 
Oath. p. 32. to ſwear thee—under a conditional 
Execration. p. 33. The form of Adjuration—to 
fear or wiſh a Curſe to himſelf, # &c. And 
p. 34+ Execrationis formula, and form of Ad- 
Juration are underſtood as the very fame jorm. 
p. 57. whatever is properly called an Oath or a 
| Curſe, does fo include the authority of God, and the 
ſäanction of his vengeance, as no other human action 
_ apes. 
From theſe citations and hr we may ſee 
it is not ſo uncommon to call a: Oath a Curſe. 
And theſe I truſt are ſufficient to juitify my call- 
ingit ſo; as well as to clear me irom the charge 
of calling it ſo, to avoid the amputation, as the _ 
Doctor 


(62) 


Doctor 101 I do, of agreeing with bim; Tam 


ſorry it ſhould be an imputation to agree with 
him; but I called it ſo in the Examiner Examin- 


ed before I knew 2ny thing of his ſentiments a- 


bout it. And it appears by what I have cited 


from the Doctor, that I rather agice than diſagree 


with him, 4 ſpecies of Curfing being, as he ac- 


knowledges, the method of adminiſtring an Oath, 


Cited juſt above. I call it ſo, upon the uſage of 


the word in Scripture ; and the context, which 
obliges us in many places to ſee that an Oath was 
called dx becauſe a Curſe denounced was an Oath. 
Saul, e. g. execrates the people, it laying, curſed 


be, was an Execration. And this is expreſſed by 


the verb N, as the Gentlemen will have 1 it, and 


is called an Oath, 
The Doctor continues to preſs me, p. 130. 
Ann its application to God himfelf—he thinks 


t it more proper and ſafe to * Aab untran- 
*© flated. 


: The contrary of which he may 7s in the Exa- 


miner Examin'd, p. 19 and 21. and Scrip. Mean. 


p. 37. and if in p. 30. it is untranſlated when ap- 
plied to God ; fo is it when applied to other per- 
| fons. If he pleaſes to look at p. 38. 40. 42. &c. 
he will ſee I had no myſterious detign in giving it 
ſometimes untranſlated ; tho' the Doctor has in 
ſuppoſing fo, for this is to colour over another 
miſapprehenfion of what I fay, and make me 


uſe a word which I have not the courage to give 
the true meaning to; or would uſe in a ſenſe I 


endeavour to deprive it of. We muft ſeparate, I 


ſay, 


. — wr r 


„) a6 as as mc Ss 


W 


3 . 5 

ſay, from the word Alah, Execration or Curſe that 
harſhneſs or offenſive part of the idea the word gives 
zo the Engliſh ear; by which I intended to give the 
word its true and full force, as uſed by the Hebrews, 


Vvhoſe cuſtomary way of ſwearing being by cu 
ing, had not that i- will or malice, (they are my 
words,) immediately and neceſſarily brought to 


their minds by it, which the word carries to 


our ears; whoſe Oaths being adminiſter'd in 2 


different form of words, this uſe of it does not at- 
tend the found, as it did with them. To curſe 


in Engliſh, is to wiſh a perſon curſed ; but Curſe, 


as they uſed it, was only conditional. And to this 


purpoſe I had exp myſelf ſeveral times. Mr. 


| Kalnar led the Doctor the way here; but he 


might have ſeen that that learned Gentleman's 
thoughts were ſome how or other abſent at that 
time, for where he ſuppoſes p. 15. that I mitigate 
the ſenſe of Alab, he ſuppoſes likewiſe that I had 
aid, that Moſes laid God who is ſuperior to him 


under an Execration ; and charges me with ſome 
degree of impiety, in ſaying it; I have neither ſaid 
this, nor any thing it can be fairly inferred from; 
and I imagine the Doctor thinks ſo, becauſe he 
has not borrowed this, as he has done moſt of the 
other good obſervations of his making. Abſolute 
Curſing, was all the Harſb and offen/ive part that 

I would ſeparats from the word. To ſay in thoſe 
times that a perſon, whether Jehovah or mar, 
had laid themſelves under an Execration cc d 
give no more offence, than ſaying with us, that 


they had bound themſelves by Oath; and as a 


Curſe 
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(64) 
Curſe fo pronounced was an Oath, (for I may be 
allowed to fay fo, till the Doctor or ſomebody 
elſe, ſhall ſhew that I am miſtaken,) I do not 
think myſelf guilty of ſpiriting away the 
ſenſe of the word Execration, or of any fault in 
leaving Alah ſometimes untranſlated as my bet- 
ters do upon occaſion, when it is of e to them. 
The uſe which the Doctor makes of this, p. 130, 
131. is ſolely to evade the argument: which ac- 
cordingly hedoth not enter into; only ſays, p. 132. 
that only ſurmſe but cannot prove that God was 
_ himſelf included in the Denunciation. Tho' I 
produced the words of the Denunciation, that 
neceſſarily include the ſpeaker. And from the 
nature of a Covenant, to which this was a ſeal, 
that they muſt intentionally include him : and 
argued 2 other Texts, where! it is ſaid that God 

did ſwear to him. 
The Doctor cites from me in n page, 
* That to execrate and adjure are the ſamè thing, 
« why then, ſays he, ſhould he not rather tran(- 
a aa when pron of God—of Agar. 
« tion?” 
| The reaſon is plain—it 3 is not col the fame 
thing, tho! it is in the caſe, Scrip. Mean. p. 20. 
the Doctor cites my words from. When ſpoken 
of God, it was an Oath in both ſenſes of the 
word, if it has two; an Oath and Adjuration 
were both an Execration, as Dr. Sharp himſelf 
allows; but every Execration, any more than 
every Oath, is not an Adjuration. The reader 
may ſee the — the Doctor's queſtion 25 
ceeds 


La, 
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| ceeds upon, I have pointed it out before. Mr. Kal. 
mar ſuggeſted this queſtion to the Doctor, p. 14. 
c but ſeems to have made a ſlip in his way of putting \ 
4 it, for what reaſon then is he pleaſed to render Ex- | 
* ecration rather than an Oath? by Oath he i 
' ſeems to mean Adjuratien; which allowing Ad- 1 
juration to be an Oath ; the Doctor has rectified | j 
the queſtion, _ | 
And the Doctor's reaſon, p. 128 "IM 
„ Why it was not ſurely properh ſpeaking an Oath, I 
*& —73z, becauſe the word is found to ſignify in il 
* 88. an Adjuration or Oath adminiſter'd*? l 
fails him, fince this is a partial idea of the word; —— 
and it ſignißes! in SS. alſo an Oath taken, Add l 
might be one or the other, as the terms of the = 
Curſe were either general or limited. 1 
Nor does the Doctor's ſuppoſed ſcripture mr: i 
tinction betwixt Oath and Oath, p. 136. ſufficient . 
ly clear what I object to Scrip. Mean. p. 102. as — 
the note, Review, p. 137. would have it thought, = 
becauſe an Oath made with them is a joint act, and 9 
ſignifies more than an Oath impoſed upon them. — | 
And my charge remains in full force, that the 4 
Doctor unwittingly g gives up his own diſtinction | 9 
and argument through an over-eagerneſs, more 1 
common to mere diſputants, to catch a man nd i 
his word, rather than his meaning. Mer. C. 1 1 | 
arguing againſt Mr. Bd. who acknowledged Ta _. Fi 


Aab was properly an Oath (tho' the Doctor to 
ſhew there is the ſame uniformity of ſentiments 
betwixt Mr. Hutchinſon's Oppoſers as his Defen- 
ders, denies it,) but aſſerted it was called God's, 

| K | becauſe 


1 66 - 
becauſe he ordered the Maelites to take it, many 
days after, Exam. p. 14. and produces this Text, 


God's Oath and he made it this day. Now leave out 
the word made, and Mr, C.'s reply ſtands as good as 


before, that t was God's Oath with them that day: 
ſo that Mr. C. lays no ſtreſs on the proper ſignifica- 


tion of Nh render'd made, which is what the Doc- 
tor would catch him tripping at. But if made with 


them refer to Oath or Alah, and not to Cove- 
nant only, then was this more than an Oath im- 


_ poſed: and was his Oath or Alab as well as theirs. 


As the Doctor's diſtinction between dx and 


yo) (an Oath taken by the verb p2Þ) being de- 
nominated from the noun 129 is not ſuch as he 
had taken it to be, there will be no occaſion to 
find ſome inſtance of a previous Oath of God called 
MIR in SS. This verb y2W3 by which God's /ocar-. 
ing to the Patriarchs, and to their children when 
they came out of Egypt, and to the very people 
Moſes in this Text (Deut. xxix. 12.) is ſpeaking 
to, is expreſt, being the uſual correlative to the 
noun Alab: for a reaſon that I hope now appears 
in the radical meaning of the words. If an Oath 
were a Curſe, and Ale be a proper word for a 
Curſe, then an Oath was an Ale whether called 
ſo or no, and will be the more expreſſive word, 
as ſaying what an Oath was, which the other 
word doth not. i 
The Covenant, which this Execration againſt 
the infringer of it was to confirm, was what 


God had made with Abraham, I will make of 


thee a great nation — and Twill bleſs them that bleſs 


thee, 


( 67 ) 
thee, and curſe him that ed thee, aud in thee 
ſhall all the families of the earth be Bleſſed. Here 
is an Execration denounced againſt all that ſhould 
prove enemies to Abraham. And under the ſhel- 


ter of this Execration does God admit the chil- 


_ dren of Abraham, by a formal repetition of it, 
and of all the particulars, it was a ſeal to, at 
large; now that the 7ime of the promyje was come 

co be exemplified in the outward letter. The 

Covenant at Horeb or in the wilderneſs promiſes 
nothing but what God had promiſed in Abra- 
bam; and promiſes all that was then promiſed to 


the Church of God or Seed of Abraham. Here 


is nothing new promiſed ; - and if on man's ſide, 
it may be called another Covenant, becauſe made 
with people not 1n being, otherwiſe than as they 


were in the loins of Abraham; yet on God's fide 
is it the ſame Covenant, and the ſame Oath, re- 
peated:— as he has feworn unto thy fathers, vis. 


to bleſs thoſe that bleſſed them, and curſe thoſe that 
curſed them. And this God now repeats tothe chil- 


dren, in numberleſs places in this book of Deuterono- 


any, as the ſubſtance of what he ſwore to their Fathers. 


And this muſt neceſſarily lead our thoughts to that 
Covenant, and the ſpiritual.promiſes then made 


by itof ableſſing from that Great Seed of Abraham, 
who was the deſire of all nations. After the ſame 
manner, or to the ſame purport, he had ſworn to 
heir fathers, —f0 eſtabliſh his Covenant, which 
be fware unto their fathers. —** No; ſays the Doc- 
* tor, it is only ſaid —if they would obediently 


5 come into his terms, then he would perform 
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God's part, which belonged to a 
bis own. But God could 1 repeat that former Oath, 
and ſwear the people to his Covenant, and this 

was bringing them into Oath with Limfelf. By 
the ſame way of arguing that the Doctor would 


(68) 


IT what he had ſworn to Abraham, Laac and 


Jacob concerning them, ' - 


What is the No for then ? If the Covenant God 


here admits them into were what he had ſworn 


to their fathers; then he admits them into a Cove- 
nant to which his Oath was annexed ; and fo into 
his Covenant and his Oath — which was in a word, 
to all the benefits promiſed in Chriſt. 


No; replies the Doctor again, they were to 
cc enter into an NN made with Ms that day. 


p. 134. No doubt it was in one ſenſe made that 
day; but it was made to Abraham before that day 

alſo. And an Oath was ſworn by God to them 
on that day, or at this time in the wilderneſs, as 
before cited, and under another phraſe, Ezek. 
X. 28. 4 brought them into the land for which I 
lifted up mine band to give it them, When was 


5 any Oath of God, made with them about 


their going into Canaan, but what was made at 
making the Covenant at Horeb with this very 


people, or at the renewal of it in the land 


of Moad, tO Which Moſes does here refer? 


The 758 into which He people enter'd, could not 
contain, the Doctor anſwers, the e tp on 


prove the Oath was not t of God's own making, 


Von might prove too that the Covenant was not of 
God' s making. The Comant into which the peo 
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ple entered could not contain the conditions on God's 
part which belonged to a former Covenant of his 


own, and were to be fulfilled by him. And there- 


fore he did not covenant wth the people or ſwear 


With them as the Text ſays, but they only. cove- 


nanted /o him, and ſwore 70 him. 


„ What is there (ſays the Doctor in arguing a- 
« oainſt the Rev. the Provoſt of Oriel) in the 
« Text or in the Context, to lead our thoughts 
from the tranſaction then in hand, to the ori- 
ginal Covenant? 


«c 


cc 


| Every word of the Text and of the Context leads . 


our thoughts thither. This Covenant was not of 


an earthly nature, ozly, It directs their eyes to 
_ God their heavenly Father, teaching them to look 
upon themſelves as his children; as a people ho- 
ly to Jehovah. God calling himſelf their God 


promiſed them a Reſurrection from the dead. 
This was the Goſpel which was preached before 


to Abraham. The Redemption of his people, as he 


' ſhake by the mouth of his holy Prophets, which have 
been ſince the world began. And ſo fays Bp. Bull, 


Le ſpiritualiter conſiderata erat ipſiſimum Evan- 


gelium. It was the bringing in of the better hope. 


The ſhadow of the good things to come. And this 
Covenant with them was ſeen and underſtood by 


them in that view. Thro' faith they kept the 


Paſſover and the ſprinkling of the blood. If this 
Covenant and Oath was that they ſhould be God's 

people and he a God to them, all was promiſed 
to them in theſe expreſſions that is promiſed in the 


whole Scriptures; and as they had faith and 
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common ſenſe, they muſt ſee the meaning of 
the words. And therefore their thoughts were 
naturally led from that to the original Covenant 


for the redemption of the Faithful, which God 


now ſwore to give them a pledge, an aſſurance 


of; and to exemplify it in them by giving them 

2 perpetual abiding place, and deſtroying all ene- 

mies from before them. We make brutes of them 
in thinking they did not ſee the deſign of God 
25 that Diſpenſation to them, and the whole 
Scripture leads our thoughts from that to the ori- 
ginal Covenant of God; or from what God now 
covenants to give them, to what he originally 


covenanted to give to all the children of the Faith 


of Abraham. It is the catholick Faith that the 


Law was the Goſpel deſcribed by Types and Ce- 


remonies: and that / they were not named 
Chriſtian Men yet <vas it a Chriſtian Faith which 
they had; for they Iroked for all the benefits of God 
the father thro' the merits of his ſen Jeſus Chriſt. 
And therefore we may very ſafely ſay, that not 
only the words of this Text, but the whole Con- 
text, and every Type and every Ceremony in the 


Law, to the performance of which God now 


ſwears himſelf and them, led their thoughts from 
this to the original Covenant of which this could 
be but a repetition, as being now but ſhadowed 


out in their redemption and the inheritance they 


were going to take poſſeſſion of, If the things 

promiſed them at this time, and the Types now 

inſtituted, were only for the ſake of the thing ſig- 
nified, in corpariſon of which they were nothing; 


and 


(71) 
and are ſpoke of as if they v were not even included 
in the promiſe, then had they reaſon to conclude 
that this Covenant or this tranſaction, was but a 
figure of the original. It is ſaid that God ſwore 
to give Mabam the land of Canaan, Deut. xxx. 
20. but he gave him none inberitance in it; and 
St. Paul, Heb. xi. 39. ſays, of many that had an 
inheritance in Canaan, that they died, not having 
received the promiſe : what is true of Circumciſion, 
is true of the whole Law, that was not the Law 
which was outward, The concluſion then is that 
if this were but a repef:t707 of the original Co- 
venant in Type, the Oath was a repetition of an - 
original Oath alſo. _ 
I have all along made uſe of the word Cove- 
nant for Berith, in theſe Texts, and not Purifier 
or Purification, with a deſign, the Doctor charg- 
es me, p. 142. 10 gain an advantage to my con- 
n firuficn of DN, that I may make God a party. 
In the Curſe twith bis people; I ſuppoſe he means 
as well 2s in the Covenant, or as the nature of a 
Covenant requires. And were they not parties 
in a Covenant? and were not the words of the 
Purification-Sacrifice, or articles on which its 
blood was ſhed, conditions on both ſides? Whe- 
ther Berith be render'd Purification, or Covenant, 
Articles of Agreement are ſuppoſed to have been 
ſettled between the parties who paſſed between 
the parts of the Sacrifice. The Sacrifice and 
ſprinkling of the blood, whence the propriety of 
this Etymology of Berith, we think appears, 
were the grand Ceremonies at making a Cove- 
nant, 
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nant. And the argument about the Curſe de- 


nounced againſt the infringer of thoſe Articles 
neither gets nor loſes any advantage by the Tran- 
ſlation; unleſs you will ſay the people did not en- 
ter into Covenant with God. We labour under 


the ſame difficulty here, the want of a proper 


familiar phraſe, we do in Aleim, which will ex- 


preſs the literal ſenſe, and preſerve | its cuſtomary 


e 


And in this cinreftrained ſenſe, as an Oath in 
general is N uſed in the two next Texts, con- 


Bdered by the Doctor. The firſt is 


Leb. V. 1. 


« Tf a man ſhall hear the voice of Swearing 


« Ne, and be a witneſs, or hath ſeen or known 


< of it, if he do not utter it, be ſhall bear his 


= JON iniquity. 


The Doctor agrees with me that this oN was 


ſpoke by the High Prieſt; only I would have this, 


he ſays, and the parallel paſſages, render'd by 


Curſing, whereas he would have it by Aduration, 


And does not Alahfignify a Curſe; and was not an 
Adjuration a Curſe denounced ? If fo, he is here 
arguing upon a diſtinction without a difference. 
Tf not, he ſhould have condeſcended to have 


ſhewn where the difference lay. But this Adju- 


ration of the Prieſt muſt include himſelf, as well 


as others; for ſuppoſe him to be a witneſs, or 


fo have ſeen or known any thing about which it 
was denounced, was he not bound by the fame o- 


bligation as tbe to utter it? or elſe to bear his 


iniquity. The Prieſt ſays, he that knows and doth 
1 3 n 


- * N o : 


„ 


not fheak ſhall bear his iniquity. If this was an 


Aqjuration it affected the ſpeaker as much as any 
other perſon. But Adjuration or N fo explained 


will do the Doctor no ſervice. And for this reaſon 


Acdhuration is not preferable to Swearing, or Oath, 
as in the Text of our Bible, in the margin of 
Pagnn ; and in the Vulgate; or than Cui, as 
in the LXX, in the . places, in "Ow" and 

Chron. f 


Gen. xxvi. 28. 
Tt there be now an Alah betwixt and 
ce they ſware one to another. 
All the Tranſlations are againſt the Doctor here, 


for all of them render it Oath ; except LXX, 


who render it by Curſe. And it appears at firſt 
view to be rightly tranſlated ; Oath, becauſe they 


| ſeare to eachother. And Curſe; ; becauſe an Oath 
was à Curſe, And the noun hg ſtands here, as 


the Correlative, as it does in other places, to the 


verb y3IP9. But it muſt not ſignify Oath or Curſe, 


tho' it was betwixt them, a mutual act, obli- 


gatory on both parties; and tho it is expreſßly 
| faid, they did in conſequence of this propoſal, 
ſwear to each other, properly ſpeaking ; for Abi- 
melech might intend only to impoſe an Oath upon 
 Jjaac, as being a King, and his ſuperior in character 

of life; without condeſcending to give his Oath 
to him, tho? he is ſo ſubmiſſive as to propoſe a 
Covenant between them, which ſeems as deroga- 
tory to his Majeſty as Swearing can be, Abimelech 


however doth not deſign to ſwear, and therefore 


when he wy let there be an Oath betwixt us, he 


L only 


1:74): 
only. means, let me ſwear you to our Covenant. 
But T/aac who is as cunning as Abimelech, and 


had not the beſt opinion of his honeſty, docs not 


reliſh this ſuſpicious propoſal, but infiſts on an 
Oath from the other fide, which accounts for the 
uſe of Wau? ver. 31. and makes Aab an Adjura- 
tion only, in the 28th. See Diſſer. p. 32. Bi if all 


this may be fufpoſed (as what may not be ſuppoſed 


When one has a mind to it, that is not impejjible?) 
yet it amounts to 70 more than a groundleſs ſuppo= 
ation. For the Text ſays nothing, nor gives you 
any hint of this unreaſonable and inconfiftent de- 
fign of Abrmelech ; or of Iſaac's inſiſting upon 


an Oath likewiſe; but only that he conſents to the 
propoſal of an Oath and Covenant between them, 


entertains them at a feaſt, and the next day as 


propoſed they ſware to each other. 


In the Revieto p. 147. there is mention of au- 


| thorities produced in the Diſer. b. 3134. for 


Agjuration, I ſee none but the Samaritan, ju- 


ramentum maledictione; the Greek apo, Curje. 
And Lud de Dieu's Execratio. There is talk! in- 


deed of the mot antient verſicns, but none pro- 


duced, but what directly contradict what r are 
produced for. 


This ſuppoſition being ſet aſide, till it * recon- 


ciled to the Text, and ſomething brought to ſup- 


port it, The next thing is, 


9 That Oaths, in thoſe times were adminiſter d by "0 


55 


Adjuration. 
What are we to underſtand by theſe 1 not 
that all Oaths were adi niſter d, Whatever admi- 


niſtring 
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C78) . 
niftring them by Adjuration, may mean; for ma- 
ny Oaths were taken by perſons themſelves. 
When God ſwore, the Oath was not adminiſ- 
ter'd to him; and fo in many other inſtances; 
an Gath in its proper ſenſe as the act of the perſon 
5 ron ſwears being the uſual and moſt proper mean— 
g of Nye, the word ſo often uſed for an 
Oat ſee Diſſer. p. 24. And Adjuration is the 
ac of him Who adjures, and not of the perſon 3 
7s fru. We cannot ſay then, that Oaths, 


pPierly ſpeaking, but only that eme Oaths were 


adminiſter'd to or impoſed upon people in thoſe 
times; which is true alſo of theſe times. If yon 
do ro: limit the words, but ſay, that all Oaths 
were adminifter'd by Aqjuration, then beſides 
contradicting of facts, God's Ale may be his Oath 
n its proper ſenſe, all Oaths being Adjurations, 
Which gives up all that is contended for through 
a great part of the Diller. and Review. We mult 
rectify the propotition then and ſay, 
that ſome Oaths were adminifter'd by Adjuration,” 
—Adminiſter'd by Adjuration. Here again we 
are at a loſs; for wine and adminiſtring an 
' Oath, are 5 along uſed as ſynonymous terms, ſee 
Difjer. p. 12. and Review p. 129. cited below. 
Taking A in this ſenſe, that Oaths in 
_ thoſe times were adminifier'd by adminiſtring, is 
true, but an obſervation of no ſervice to himſelf. 
or any body elſe, But Diſſer. p. 25. an Adjuration 
is a Curſe denounced upon 1 And I ſhould 
have thought that the Doctor had meant, 
That ſome Oaths in thoſe times were adminiſter d 
| — = TIEN | A by 


„ 
09 denouncing a Curſe, on the perſons who 
de were {worn, * 


Which is ſenſe and truth; but then as all Oaths 


were not made by a Curſe denounced by others, 
but in many inſtances by a Curſe, (expreſſed or 


| ſufficiently implied) on themſelves, this ſenſe of 


the words can be of no uſe to him where he em- 
| ploys them (p. 32.) to prove that the Ale betwixt 
Abzmelech and Jſaac was an Adjuration, and not 
an Oath, as the own act of either of them; for 
that might be one of thoſe Oaths that were not 


adminiſter'd by Adjuration, enen that 


ſome were ſo adminiſter'd. 


Beſide the Doctor diſtinguiſhes betwixt Exe- 
cration and Adjuration, Review p. 120. —Exe- 
cration. W, e. 1 take Oath in the ſenſe of Ad- 


juration. And p. 129. © only what T call admi- 


niflring an Oath or adjuring, be flill calls, for 


reaſons of bis own, Curſing, ” or denouncing a 


Curſe on them. Adjuration, we fee is not, no, 


denouncing a Curſe, but ſomething elſe. What 


the ſomething elſe is, we may learn perhaps from 


what follows che wordsunder conſideration, D Diſeer. 


4 F be antient form of Adjuration | is to be under- 
© ſtood, as if Jacob was enjoined (Gen, xxxi. 

449.) to ſwear or wiſh a Curſe to himſelf, if, &c.“ 

We fee the idea of Aqjuration is now become very 


extenſive, and the expeſition of the term very diffu- 


ſtve, and ſo comprehenfive as to take in direct 
contraries. It is made to ſignify in different lights 


Fe and views, An Oath adminiſter 'd 70 another, not 


2 taken 


Gone ag 


AZ 
2 
4 
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taken by one's felf. A command to fear one's ſelf. 


A Curſe denounced on others, not on one's ſelf. An 
injunction to wiſh a Curſe to one's ſelf; but not an 
Execration or Curſing, whether denounced or wiſh- 
ed, on one's ſelf or others. So unſettled is the Doc- 
tor in his own meaning of his principal word ; and 
oppoſite to himſelf. 

It is to be obſerved that the Doctor ſpeaks very 
cautiouſly, and with ſome ſeeming heſitation, when 


he comes to deſcribe the antient form of Adjura- 
tion——as if Jacob was enjoined to fivear or wiſh 


à Curſe to himſelf, If we are to underſtand this 
a5 if be were bid to do it without its being intended 
that he ſhould do it, then here was no Oath ei- 


ther given or taken by this form; for Laban who 
is ſuppoſed to adjure Jacob, only ſpeaks as if be 


bid him adjure himſelf, and does not do it with 
| his own mouth. And if Jacob did fear or 


 woiſh a Curſe to himſelf, then Adjurationand Oath 


are both of them the act of the perſon who is 


ſworn. And this increaſes the number of ſenſes. 


in which the Doctor uſes the word Adjuration; 
and gives up his own reſtrained ſenſe of d; for 


he does here allow that according to the antient 
form of Aajuration, Jſaac did, tho' at the requeſt 


of Abimelech, fawear or wiſh a Curſe to himſelf, 


which are once more become the ſame thing. 


And all that I have been contending for, vis. 
that NN is a Curſe or Oath, whether the words 
of it are ſpoken by the perſon himſelf, who is 
ſworn; or by another, is yielded, in the fulleſt 
manner I can deſire. But if there be this great vari- 
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ance about the broper /ignificationef an Engliſh word, 
(and a word of the greateſt conſeguence in his Dif 


gurfition) betwixt Dr. Sharp and Himſelt, it will 


ſurccaſe I hope the wonder, as well as abate of 
the pieaſure, he ſeems to take, at Mr, Aboab's 
and my thinking differently about the idea of a 
Hebrew one; and be would do well to confi, {er 


ferioufly with himſelf, for it is not a matter he <1!l 


readily laugh at, what a variety of ſenſes the moſt 


learned of the Anti-H-——nians gives bis ore 
_*oords. And the Reader won't think we have 
been loſing time, whilt we have been conſidering 
the words of the wife, and his dark ſayings; and 
may learn from hence that where Dr. 87 arp talks 
in the Jeſs conſiſtent and leſs conſpicuous way, it 
is becauſe he can't avoid it, or otherwiſe get rid 
of a plain Text that contradicts all he has been 
maintaining: for it muſt be confeſt, at firſt view, 
that there ſeems no exception againft! interpreting 
Als in this place ſimply of an Oath, juramentum, 
conſidered as taken freely and voluntarily. Let 
there be an Oath betwixt us, and let us make a 
Covenant with thee and they ware one to another. 


And the Doctor does once more yield the point, 


Review, p. 149. Mr. Bate renders De by Curſe, 
but he ſo ſoftens the term,” (he uſes the 


word «Curſe, and he cou'd not uſe a harſher 
v7 ze.) Aas to refolve it into my conftruc- 


tion, viz. a reciprocal Adjuration — as if each 
„had fd: Curſed be be that keepeth not the words 


* , this Car: and ſo each included himſelf. 


A reciprocal Aijur . in which each per- 


ſon 
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fon adjured, or withed the Curſe to himſelf; and 


ſuch the Curſe betwixt them was. Each ſwore 
to the other, or each pronounced the words of 
the Curſe, as the Doctor allows. Each ſaid, 
Curſed be he that &c, and whom were theſe words 
binding to? why only to the ſpeaker of them. 
Neither of them had any juriſdiction over the 
other. Nor can any perſon have power to bind 
another in a Covenant or by Oath, whether he 
will or no; unleſs it be in ſome caſes where the 


Laws of God or man give them the power; A. 
| bimelech had no ſuch power over. Iſaac, and 


therefore when he ſaid, Curſed be he that keepethnot 


the words of this Covenant, he bound or ſwore 
himſelf, but not T/aac; and Tiacby pronouncing 


thoſe words bound himſelf, and not Abimelech. 
And if this be what the Doctor means by a reci- 


 procal Adjuration, he is come into my conſiruction, 


and what I at firſt ſet out with; and departed en- 


tirely from his own, and uſes the word Adjuration 


in a ſenſe nobody elſe does; nor he himlelf did, 


till now that he is driven to it by the force of 
truth, being reſolved to kcep the term, tho he 


give up the meaning in conteſt; for ſuch a reci- 
procal Adjuration is a reciprocal Oath, or Oath 
given by each of them to the other. 
But the Doctor was miſtaken in his word, when 
he faid, that I ſoften the term; he meant the man- 
ner, which was by uſing general words, and fo 
avoiding the difagreeable application of a Curſe 
immediately to themſelves, as ſaying, Curſed may 
Toe, Ue KC. is: tho what my ſaid was Oy 
the 
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the ſame. And God makes the like diſtant ap- 
plication when he ſwears, which kept up the re- 
verence due to himſelf, and avoided the ſuppoſi- 
tion of any likelihood that he could i incur the pe- 
nalty. But where there was any ſuſpicion of 
Guilt, or probability of falſifying the Oath, as 
God foreſaw the Iſraelites would, ſome of them 
do, he dwells upon the words of the Curſe, and 
applies them over and over again to them to ſtrike 
tlie greater terror and awe upon their minds. 
And as the deſign of his Curſe required, this be- 

ing a league offenſive and defenſive, tells them 
that if they obeyed his voice, he would put the 
Curſe upon their enemies. 
But what I meant, where the Doctor will 

have it that I ſofter the term, tho' it is nothing 
to-the diſpute, is plain enough ; yet I am in doubt 
which of thoſe great men, denounced the Curſe ; 
it being an act of ſuperiority to adminiſter an 
Oath, and therefore I ſay poſſibly each might de- 
nounce it for himſelf, and ſo each ſwear himſelf. 
The Doctor does allow that each did denounce 
the words for himſelf, and if that was not each 


giving his own Oath, and ſo & an Oath properly » 


ſpeaking, I muſt be excuſed for thinking ſo, 
till the contrary is ſhewn, ſince it appears lo 
plain ; and being the Doctors own definition of 
an Oath, (an Imprecation 0 of evil on one's ſelf) 
till that is retracted, I can't help thinking this 
part of our diſpute to be at laſt ſettled. I was in 
hopes indeed that on the winding up of the mat- 
ter we . agree; and had ventured to ay, 

[ at 
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that the Scripture definition of an Oath, would 


be deciſive. 

I have gone thro' the conſideration of Ale as a 
noun, and, from what has been ſaid, we ſee that 
Dr. Sharp was not ſo wellapprized of Mr. Hutch- 
inſon's and Mr. C.'s ſenſe of Ae, as might have 
been expected: nor of the Scripture dennition of 
an Oath: nor of his own meaning in the uſe of 
his principal word, Aqjuration, which was leaſt 
of all to have been e 
2. That he who denounced the words of n 


Curſe, in general terms, did bind, or ſwear 
himſelf. Which clears Mr. C.'s confiradtion : 


of fe. © 

3. That Dr. Sbarp can trifle as well as 9 
people: it being no objection to the truth of 
Mr. Hutchinſ5n's definition, that every yy 
| doth not agree with him in it. 

| have faid, and I hope I may repeat it now, 


that Alle conftracd; a Curſe, and a Curie Wee We | 


ed as an Oath, as in fact it was, when denounced 
conditionally, will clear up the objections and 


miſtakes that have ariſen about Aleim and Alle. 
In this view the diſpute againſt Mr. C. from the 
ſuppoſed difference betwixt a Curie and an Oath, 


and betwixt Oath and Aqguratio, falls at once, 
There is nothing plainer in Scripture than the 

form of an Oath, they ſwore ſaying, Curſed: be. 

This 1s properly called a Curie, in Hebrew 


DN; and the Agent in that language i is expreſt by 


the fame letters or word, the action performed is; 
this is well known, nor is it denied. God did de- 
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NOUNCE a Carſe, therefore was the Agent, the De- 
nouncer; and bound by his own Denunciation, in 


our language, ſworn, And tho' objections have 


been raiſed from our rendering Aleim perſons 
| feeorn, and yet making it a now or participle, ac- 
tive; yet is this Denunciation, of which God was 
the ſpeaker, a proof that he was ſworn, and that 
he was qe Aleim ; and not paſſively, Alueim, 
as the Jews, for a plain reaſon, have pointed | it, 
In the a&:wve ſenſe, it is one that has worn; in the 
faſſive, it is accurſed. I am loth to call it cavilling 


about what words, but what is plainer than that 


he who pronounced tbe Curſe, was a ſwearer ; as 


well as fern, tho' not accurſed? Aleim, ſup- 


poſing it a Hebrew word, becauſe as old as Adam; ; 
and to ſignify in one part of ſpeech, (mut. mut.) 
What it does in another, becauſe the language was 
formed by God, cannot be paſſive, becauſe he who 
denounced the Curſe, was only fwworn, not exe- 
crated. And he who was execrated, was not ſworn ; 
for being ſworn, means only being conditionally 
bound, and it is playing with the Engliſb words 


here that has bred the confuſion, which attending 


to the radical meaning of Ale, and the manner of 
 fivearing, removes immediately. 
If we are right in the conſtruction of Ale, an 
Tmprecation, and Aleim Imprecators, it follows 
that none but God and his Vicegerents, thoſe who 
had authority and commiſſion to act in his name, 
could be properly called Aleim. It would have 


been a prophanation in vulgar mouths, as well as 


an utter dupropriety for any to have denounced 
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that Curſe or Bann, which they had no power to 


inflict, if incurred; or authority to enquire into 
the contempt of. Which accounts for appropri- 
ating the title to God, and the chief magiſtrates. 


And tho' any who denounced the Curſe, were 
ſtrictly ſpeaking Aleim ; yet thoſe only were call- 
ed fo, who had full power and authority i in them- 


ſelves to execute the magiſterial act. And this 
word as well as its paſſive Alue ſeems ſeparated 


like ecclefpaſtical words or divinity terms, among 
all nations, from common uſe, tho not from their 
5 Proper meanings. 


If all the three Perſons in Jehovah did 1 


denounce the Curſe; they muſt be denominated 


from that act; not from one of them being made 
a Curſe. And they did all three join, becauſe 


they all three ſwore, (for ſwearing was by pronounc- 
ing a Curſe) to perform what they promiſed. in 
Chriſt. 
1 words. of the Imprecation Jehovah takes this 
name from, and the occaſion of i it, ſhews that the 
Oath was not for their own latisfaction, to give each 
other ſecurity for the performance of their parts 
in the Covenant of Græce, but to give the heirs of 
the promile the ſtrongeſt confirmation of the! im- 
mutability of their council. The abſurdity of mak 


ing the three divine Perſons /wear to each other, 


was firſt father'd upon Mr. C. by Mr. Bd. who 
thro' haſte and ſpleen run away with it as he did 


with ſeveral others. Mr. Hutchinſon and Mr. 
C. have ſaid no ſuch thing; nor does what they 


do ſay, imply any ſuch thing. Mr. Hutchinſon 


M 2 explains 
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explains himſelf vol. 6. Edit. Hod. p. 332. that 
the Oath, tho' taken by them, was taken for our 
ſakes not their own; that Jehovah was called A. 
leim, as Kings are, from covenanting and ſwear- 
ing to deliver their ſubjects. Which accord- 
ing to the ſtrict Hebrew phraſe, is denouncing 
a Curſe ogainſt all their enemies. This falſe re. 
preſentation of the matter is rectified at large by 
the Examiner Exaniin'd, p. 11. and the author 
ou upon to give his reafons for putting it upon 

And yet the Modeſt Apolozy, a performance 
that ſhames fair reafoning and fair dealing both, 
repeats the fame falſe and ridiculous charge, p. 5 1. 

Can any reaſon be aſſigned, why the three di- 
vine perſons, ſhould either give or exact an 

** Oath of one another? no, it is an impious 

cc ſuppoſition. "2 


This impicus us poſtion, is returned back to 
the author, in the Anfeer to the M. Apology, 
and the charge formally confated a 7hird time in 
print, p. 103. Would any one think we ſhould 
be charged after this with the fame i impious ſup- 
poſition? yes, the Rev. Dr. Sharp, Diſſer. p. 
42, 43. repeats and enlarges upon it; and gravelx 
ſets forth the folly of it. And p. 66. repeats it 

again; and with great vehemence preſſes the im- 
piety upon us. Mr. Aboab diſowns the charge, 
p. 25. and I have diſproved it again, Scrißp. Mean. 
p. 48. The Doctor takes no notice of all this, 
but Review, p. 86. ſays, this was the diſpute with 
Mr. C. inſtead of {aying, it was a groundleſs 
wee of his againſt Mr. C. and p. 1 56. he re- 


peats 


(8%) 


| peats i it again, as if they had ſaid or hinted at any 
{ach thing. He took the flander, for a ſlander 


it is, and a groſs one, againſt us, from the M. A- 
pology, as one may gueſs by the turn of his ex- 
preſſion, and cannot plead the ſame excuſe that 
author may, of not knowing whether it was 


true or falſe, becauſe the Doctor has the ſeveral 


pamphlets by him, and ſays he has read them, 


where this injurious treatment was formerly 10 


often complained of; and undertakes to confute 
the later ones where theſe complaints are repeated 


a fourth and fifth time. This confident aſſertion 
of the Doctor's in his Dzſer. I ſuppoſe miſled Mr. 


5 Kalmar, to charge me, p. 22. with explaining, | 


5 Elohim (he ſhould have faid Aleim, but they 


can't get it out of their heads, but that they 


are the fame word) ſwearers to a Covenant, and 
that 70 one another. 


Mr. Kalmar is very excuſable, as he might natu- 


rally think, Dr. Sharp was to be truſted in ſuch 
A thing as this, the relation of a plain matter of 


fact. And ! with ſuch behaviour may not make 
ſome people ſuſpe& the ſincerity of the many 


proteſtations of candour and open dealing the good 
Doctor ſets forth with, and think it argues a cri- 


minal prejudice, and too ſtrong a diſguſt to ad- 
mit of an impartial examination of the cauſe li- 
tigated between us. But this is a part of the con- 


troverſy, I imagine not more agreeable to the 


Reader than it is to me. It grieves me to have 
occaſion to complain, but people, who have been 


fo often aſſured to the contrary, may ſee by this, 


among 
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among other inſtances, that we have but too 1 


ground for thoſe complaints, our Adverſaries raiſe 


a vaſt cry and accuſation againſt us from; and 
take occafion to read us the molt pathetic lectures 


of meckneſs, humility and patience; profeſſing 
with the counterfeit Prieſt, in Shakeſpear, 


eto call us by the moſt modeſt terms; for they 
< are of thoſe gentle ones, that will uſe the Devil 
«himſelf with curtefie. ” 


This word, (Aleim) as a name of God, ſays there 
is a plurality of Perſons in Jehovah, and that they 
have denounced a Curſe, Imprecation or Bann; 
but expreſſes not of what nature, to whom or a- 


gainſt 8 nor on what occaſion it was pro- 


nounced. It only ſuppoſes ſome Covenant, Law, 


Edict or Commands given forth, and the obſerv-. 
ance of them enforced under that penalty. But 


tho' the word do not itſelf tell us what thoſe terms 


of Grace were, whoſe ratification was ſealed by 
its denunciation, the Scriptures do, and explain 
all this at large, We know what God's Curſe 


implicd when we find it annexed to the contempt 
of the Law, and denounced to enforce its obſerv- 


ance ; becauſe the Law was the Covenant of Ged 
in Chr ift (Eph. i. 4.) o Ty; xdabons, before 


the foundation of the world. Jehovah foreſaw the 
enmity and treachery of the fallen Angels, which 
they have ever ſince the creation of man exerciſed 


againſt man, and reſolving to defeat it, enter'd 
into meaſures to turn the Curſe, which Satan me- 
ditated to bring on man, back upon himſelf, and 
all thoſe who thould not join in, or oppoſe thoſe 

| meaſures, 


(8) 
meaſures, ſaying, Curſed be every one who doth not 
obſerve them ; which was making himſelf Parties, 


Allies, Confederates, with the true Believer againſt 


Satan, and all other his enemies, ſuch a Denun- 
ciation reflecting back an obligation upon the 


ſpeaker of it, as well as binding thoſe it was ſpoke 


to, or upon whoſe account it was ſpoke, tho' not 
then in being; whoſe conſent, any more than 
their then actually exiſtence, was not neceſſary to 
render it valid. And the publick declaration of 


it before the creation of man may be deemed a 
merciful warning even to the Tempter himſelf; 


whoſe malice was as yet, if hatched in the mind, 
not brought forth into act. 

Ate being a Curſe, and the perſonal noun, one 
| feworn, becauſe hewwas ſworn by being the pronounce 


er of a Curſe, Ale, according to rule will be 


one made a Curſe, one who is a Curſe. And it 


comes to the ſame whether you call the word, a 
participle, or noun; only it muſt be obſerved that 


the grammar diſtinctions, which later ages have 


invented, as ſerving to bring! in ſome meaſure later 


languages under a kind of rule, will not hold in 


Hebrew. And of all the languages ſince 1 


vented, the Greet and Latin and their derivatives, 
are the leaſt ſuitable to the Hebrew tongue, the 


geniuſes of the languages being ſo widely different. 


Notwithſtanding that they had a greater regard to 
the ſtructure of the Hebrew language, in the firſt 
formation of theirs, than at firſt ſight one would 
have thought, as that learned and ingenious Lin- 


guiſt Dr. Gregory Sharp has ſo — ſnewn 
in 
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in his inſtruAive Treatiſe, 9/2. his Diflertations 
on the Hebrew and Latin Tongues. And the 
rules laid down by the Apoſtates are moſt juſtly 
to be ſuſpected, and moſt carefully to be avoided, 
teſt we be ſnared therein, for they are an abomi- 
nation to the Lord our God, The Curſe is up- 
þs on them. Their Traditions made the word of 
God of none effect above ſeventeen hundred years 
ago, and they have been increaſing in ignorance, 
and malice againſt God and his Chriſt, ever ſince. 
Chriſtians may reſt aſſured that God would ne- 
ver leave us to the mercy of theſe men, for our 
knowledge in his word, The natural rules of the 
tongue are in the language itſelf, and may there 
be found, by a proper application, And what 
ever pains it may coſt us, or whatever oppoſition 
it may meet with from thoſe who have been o- -— 
therwiſe educated, it is in the Bible itſelf, and in } 
the Bible only we are to look for them. And in 
fo doing we may juſtly expect the bleſſing of God 0 
upon our labours. 
Jehovah in man was made a Curſe for 1 us; and 
as Alue is often uſed in the ſingular number, (ne- 
wer in the plural,) as a name of God, we lay, and 
one would think not without reaſon, that it de- 
notes that perſon only who took the Curſe, the 
S Ae of the Law (for do is uſed for the Curſe of 
3 the Law, as well as 1595p) upon him, in our ſtead, 
The Fews diſown a ſuffering Meffiab, and the 
Devil vue inſtigated them to put him to 
death, leſt he ſhould be the perſon whom God 
had appointed to dic for mankind ; and they op- ö 
pos. i 
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poſe him and us now, becauſe we preach the 


ſame doctrine, and would, as we are directed to 


do, prove from the Hebrew that he was the Curſe. 


De by the natural rules of Hebrew is a paſſiue, 


whether you call it cum, participle or adjettive, 


many other words being formed in the like manner, 


tho' many others, and perhaps more, are other- 


wiſe terminated in , in the paſſive, of what they 


call Pabul; but we have inſtances enough of words 


terminated in 7) when they ſtand by chemſelves, 


5 as pa/jive nouns, as this does. 
As this ſtupendous myſtery, a ſuffering Meſſiah, 


is a Miracle of Mercy and Condeſcenſion God 

upbraids his people with forſaking. The Per- 
Jen the Execration who made them, and apoſtatiz- 
| '"g from the Strength their Saviour. Deut. xxxiv. 


. and challenges againſt their falſe Gods, 1/a7. 


4 8. and P/al. xviii. 32. who 7s there made 


a Curſe beſides me. Which of your Gods are en- 


gaged to bear the Curſe for you? A moſt noble 

Challenge, and of the higheſt conſequence to 

them, ſince all their happineſs in the next world, 
depended upon Jehovah's bearing this Curſe for 
them; and on their knowing and believing ir. 


Here the points had truly ſpeaking plaid the Devil 


with us, and by making Aleim a paſſive likewiſe, 
confounded the meaning of both words ſo far that 
Chriſtians were afraid to apply them to God in 


their otherwiſe natural and obvious ſenſe. Mr. 


Bd. threw a grammatical rub in the way of this 
conſtruction of Alue, as he did in that of our 


_ conſtruction of Aleim, which Dr. Sharp has tak- 
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en up, and new pointed ; both which I wave 
for the preſent, till other objections of a differ- 
ent nature, and which ſeem firſt to deſerve our 
thoughts, have had their due conſideration. For 
if the ſenſe can't be made to comport, and the ety- 
mology to ſpeak the great Truths of Chriſtianity, 
we need not trouble ourſelves about objections. 
founded on grammatical terms; and on the other 
ſide, if theſe Titles fairly appear to point out that 
relation God and man ſtand in to each other by 
the Covenant of Grace; and the ſurpriſing con- 
deſcenſion of one of thoſe ever- bleſſed Perſons in 
becoming our ſurety, and bearing the weight of 
divine juſtice for us, then we ſhall come with leſs 
biaſſed minds to inquire into the grammar diffi- 
culties which were raiſed by the enemies of the 
Croſs, and owe their bulk and fize, to the miſt 
of rabinical evaſions, they have been ſo long ſeen 
through: and be the eaſier induced to think it 
more becoming of Chriſtians to endeavour to diſ- 
pel, inſtead of thickning, that miſt; and let in 
the light upon thoſe who do not yet ſee that Chriſt 
das 70 die for them, inſtead of darkning the fight 
of thoſe who do. And here it was to be expect- 
ed that ſome would take offence, but if we would 
be ſens of the truth, we muſt conf der what it 
ſpeaketh, and trample upon our cn credit, yea, and 
| upon other men's too, if either be any way an bind. 
N rance to it. 
And !] proceed now to Sect. 8. Roview, D103. -. 
ſetting what relates to grammar all together at 
the end; that the Reader may look at it firſt or 


laſt, 1 
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laſt, as he pleaſes; J put it laſt, as of the leaſt 


conſequence and weight againſt us. 


cc 
ce 
ce 


cc 


And 


T: 


Their application of MIX to Chriſt as his pe- 
culiar title——doth not correſpond with their 
own conſtruction of N and 1 gave my 
reaſons, ſays the Doctor, from p. 45. to p. 51.” 


I conſider'd thoſe reaſons, and ſhewed that 
his objections aroſe from not rightly apprehending_ 
what was their conſtruction of d; and the re- 

petition of the fame objections here may perhaps 

de owing to his not caring to look at that con- 
ſtruction as I had enlarged upon it, and applied 
to the removing of them. 


If Alab the vetb, ignifies'to 1 (ſays he, 
194, 195.) © or bind one's ſelf under a con- 


ditional Execration, the participle paſhve will 


ſignify ſworn, or bound under a con'itional 


| Execration ; and conſequently will not ſignify 
execrated: without departing from the given 
conſtruction of Aab: for it cannot ſignify 
being under an actual Execrotion, if it ſignify 
If it be true 


being under a conditional one 
as they aſſert, that each Pe: his in the Trinity 


was ſworn —each Perſon will be MIR. Each 
Perſon, ſays Mr. Bate, was bound by a Curſe. 


p. 37.—And why is not every man & as 
being bound under the Curſe ?—— This Mr. 
Bate would avoid by ſaying that is not 


applicable ro men, but only to the pronouncers 


of the Curſe, to thoſe to whom ſupreme power 
belongeth. Conſequently no man Can be MX 
but the God-man. p. 83. and 43. 


= Whether 


(92) i 
Whether I have avoided or anſwer' d the Doctors 
objections, the Reader by turning to the places re- 
ere to, will ſoon ſee the neceſſity of reading 


me in my own words, if he would know what 


I have ſaid, or how 1 have ſtated my anſwers. 


The objections are pretty well cleared I hope un- 
der the laſt head where we confider'd the ſenſe of 


Ale, and manner of making what we call an 
_ Oath. And had the Doctor defined an Oath ac- 


cording to the antient form, I imagine he would 


not ey ſtarted them, much leſs have repeated 


them after a review. Ale fignifies Oath, as a 
_ Curſe was the tye upon the mind of him who nad 
conſented to be curſed, if he falſified, To be 


bound by a Curſe, or to be under or brought into a 


Curſe, is being under that tye; but lie who con- 


ſents to become liable to a Curſe, upon conditions. 
unperformed, is not curſed. To curſe or denounce 
a. Curſe, may be declaring a perſon curſed, either 
| abſolutely or conditionally ; but neither of theſe. 
_ adverbs are included in the ſenſe of the verb; for 
they regard only the de/ign with which the Curſe 
is declared. God ſays to the Serpent, Gen. iii. 14. 


*© becauſe thou haſt done this De M curſ- 
eld be thou above all cattle,” This was a 


Curſe. God fays to the 1ſraclites, © Curſed be 


he that keepeth not the Covenant. And this 
was a Curſe : the firſt abhölute, this conditional; 


but either of them is properly called, a Curſe. 5 
The ſaying, Curſed be every one who keepett not &c. 


is called an Ale. Deut. ch. xxviii, and xxix. ſeve- 


ral times. An abſolute Curſe 1 is alſo called Ale. 


Lei. 
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| Thai. xxiv. G.. The Curſe Ale, has devoured the 
land.” And Fer. xlii. 18. And ye ſhall be 
. 2 an Execration. 
No the queſtion is whether we depart from 
the ſenſe of Ale, a Curſe: becauſe when it ties 
a perſon to truth, it is conditional; and when it 
does not, it is not conditional. Or in other words, 

when it is pronounced with an /, it is avoidable; 
and ſo the detire of avoiding it has that force upon 
the mind, which what we cn an Oath has; and 
when it is abiolute, it has no ſuch force upon the 
mind. Aleim as a perſonal akte noun is Exe- 
crators, the Denouncers of a Curſe, Alue is or 

may be a paſſive, (it can't be active,) participle or 
noun, for at preſent it is allowed that Ale is the 
root, which ex confeſſs in Hebrew ſignifies a 
Curſe; only the Doctor would make a Curſe, 
when pronounced conditionally, to be a different 

igea from a Curie, when pronounced ab/olutely. 
Which difference is expreſt by the Adjuncts, not 
by the word itſelf, And the pave cannot he con- 
ditional, becauſe a Curſe born is actual. And 5 
therefore when the Doctor ſays, 

dit cannot ſignify being under an aFual Execra-. 
tion, if it ſignify being under a conditional ons. 
He forgets that Aleim and Alue are different parts 
of ſpeech. And his pronoun it muſt refer in one 
part of his ſentence to one word; in the other to 
the other word. For Ale, he verb, doth not 
ſignify being under an Execration, either actual 
or conditional. And he does not obſerve that Ale 
the noun is a Curſe, whether acfual or * 
and 
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and fo he includes 2250 ideas and very different 


ones in the meaning of the word, neither of 
which belong to it, and this it is which has bred 
ſo much confuſion alt along. I ſtated this ſeveral 
times, inter al. p. 32, 34, 42, ef ſeg. No perſon 
therefore was MN paſſively curſed, by ſaying may 
I be curſed if &c. and yet ſaying ſo was proper- 
ly called a Curſe, And conditionally curſed, un- 


leſs it means pronouncing the words over him, 


with an exception, , is a contradiction in terms, 


becauſe it ſuppoſes a perſon to be, what he only 


may be, by and by. 


This was the anſwer I gave more at large to 


the queſtion, why is not every perſon MIR who is 
under the Curſe ? or has ſubmitted to have it in- 
flicted upon him conditionally, i. e. if he falſify. 


But the Doctor ſays, Review, p. 19 5. as cited 
above, 
* This Mr. Bate would avoid by eien that 
198 is not applicable to men; only to the 
pronouncers of the Curſe; to thoſe to whom 
the ſupreme power belongeth, conſequently no 


man can be MN but the God-man. ” 


6c 


cc 


| c 


* 


: I fild, that the people were not Aleim, becauſe 
they neither did, nor had power to pronounce 
the Curſe for themſelves or others, p. 43. And 


that MIR as a name of God, is applicable to that 


perſon of Jehovah only, who was unconditionally 
ſubjected to a Curſe, which the God-man only 
was. Not that no man could be called by this 
name, who ſhould be under an abſolute Execra- 


tion. See Seri Mean. p. 56. © As ſignifying. 
« accurfed, 


CC 
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© pa : 


e accurſed, and applied to one of the Perſons 


s 


of Jehovah, it could not mean any other of 
thoſe perſons, but he, who in man was 


* made a Curſe,” With what fidelity and 


Candour the Doctor cites me, let the Reader 


judge. But ſuch miſrepreſentations can do him 


no ſervice or credit. 5 

After the indirect anſwers the Doctor makes 
for me to his objections; he repeats the ſame 
queſtions over again, without ſeeming to obſerve 


it; the former anſwers of his own making for 
me, not being ſatisfactory to himſelf. 5 


But ſtill if the pronouncer of the Curſe included 
* himſelf, as Mr. Bate often tells us, why is not 
each of the divine Perſons MOR p. 196. 


, the prenouncer included himſelf—in what? 


why in the promiſe to bear a Curſe, , &c. Could 
the pronouncer include himſelf in the Curſe, in 
any other ſenſe, than by a promiſe or ſtipulation 
to ſubmit to it if he falſified ? He z7c/uded himſelf 


in the words of the Curſe when they were general, 
and ſo was bound by, or under, i. e. liable to, it; but 
not unconditionally or certainly as our Saviour was 
from before the world. And tho any perſon might 
have been called N who was under an a Ex- 


ecration, yet that word is applied to none in Scrip- 
ture but a Perſon of Jehovah; tho' ſaying that the 
M8 devoured the land; and ye ſhall be N. a 
Curſe, is equivalent, to ſaying the land was hot, 
and ye ſhall be @7198. But the word I ſuppoſe 
was ſet apart from common uſe to preſerve the 
__ dignity 
1 


16 | 
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dignity of its application to that great Perſon, who 
became MIR in our ſtead. © 
Whether it may be my leſs conſpicuous way of 
writing, or the Doctor's unwillingneſs to confider 
my reply, that has occaſioned all theſe words, 1 
cannot tell. But I think he may here ſee, that 
the ground his objections are built upon is a miſ- 
take of what the pronouncers of a Curie included 
themſelves in, not a Curſe actual or certain, 
which it muſt have been, to make & applica- 
ble to each of them. 


The Doctor goes on, p. 196. 
«© If each bound himſelf, the binder and the 
bound is the ſame perſon— 


He | is ſo. 


& expreſſed by che ſame action. 


J don't well know what this means. He that 
binds himſelf is the binder and bound, by the ſame 
action, or, fame words; but he that ſays, may I be 
curſed, if I do not keep my word, tho* he is the 


pronouncer of a Curſe, doth not curſe himſelf; or 


make himſelf accurſed; but yet he binds himſelf, 
and is bound. Execrator, in Latin, is one who 
pronounces a Cutſe; and ſays (e. g.) may I be 
curſed if I prove falſe, is he execratus, by ſaying 
fo, becauſe he is bound by it? And it is ſurpriſ- 
ing to me what all this puzzle 1 is about, unleſs it 
was deſigned. 
« But Mr. Pate rH further, p. 55. that 

is curſed i is one who ſaffers the Curſe, which he 


„is not, who is put under the Curſe (conditio- 
« nally} 


(97). 


< nally) —yet we cannot ſay afuall aceuifed, as 
hin t > 
And is not this right! No. Tt is not conſiſtent with 


Mr. Hutchinſon's account of MPR Review, p. 196. 


And ſo the Doctor leaves this anſwer of mine, and 


what is urged in ſupport of it, only calling it 4. 


further diſtinction, without conſidering | in the leaſt. 
whether it would help him out of the puzzle he 


is in or no. And goes on to another point. The 


Doctor never cares to apply the direct meaning 
of Tx, as an aclive perſonal noun; or of MIR as 
a paſſive, to clear up his objections ; either becauſe 
he cannot get over the prejudice of T2757 being 
a paſſive, and the plural of MX, as the curſed 
Apoſtates have taught us; or that he has been ſo 


long uſed to think them foreign words, that he 


can't, tho' only for argument's fake, ſuppoſe them 
Hebrew; or fee them in the light they would 


appear in; if he could impartially, for a mo- 
ment or two, conſider them according to their 


Hebrew chaltt action. 


Mr. Kalmar, who was a long while before be 


could get this prejudice ſo far out of his head as 


even to apprehend what we were driving at; at 


length breaks out as in ſurpriſe, p. 28. of his 
Anſwer to me, after a fair citation from Scrip. 


Mean. 


It is as far as I can ſee here and in the two next 
«© pages, quite a new ſcheme; to wit, Aleim be- 
ing in Kal benoni, denotes Curſers, thoſe «who 
denounce a Curſe, and Aloah being in pabul-Ral, 
„ ſignifies curſed; fo that the three Perſons, in 
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ce Trinity, can be ſaid Aleim; and the ſecond Per- 
© ſon is not only comprehended therein, but alſo 
& is (tiled (which neither of the other is) Aloah. 

Conicquently perhaps there 1s in the Bible nei- 
ther a plural for Aloabh; nor a fingular for A- 
eim, if this be Mr. Bate's ſcheme : he indeed 
* who with ſome others reads STR, Aleim, 
may go on witli it pretty well but there is 

© noother ſingular for Aleim (Elohim) but Eloah. 
This is the ſcheme ; and this Gentleman ſeems to 


have got twenty pages in his anſwer to it, before he 


had found out what he was to anſwer; and I have 


no other objection to his way of ſtating it, but 


that upon this ſcheme there is, he thinks, no fin- 


gular for Aleim, but Alcab or Eloab, becauſe there 
is the ſingular d, as a name of God, ſeveral 
times uſed, There is no plural indeed of Alocah or 
Alu, uſed inthe Bible, tho ce occur ſo ma- 
ny hundreds of times it never once has a Jau in it. 
Which the Gentlemen have not applied them- 
ſelves to give a ſatisfactory reaſon for. hg 
Ihe Doctor has ſome how or other got it into 
his head that the word MON muſt ſignify a vica- 
rious Execration, becauſe our Saviour was made 
a Curſe for us. Dr. Sharp in his Diſſer. p. 47. 


puts the Caſe, 


ce If it be ſaid, that MX is only uſed to denote 
© a vicarious Execration——it would be but rea- 
4 ſonable to demand where it is the word is ſo 
a, a Cy 8 
And then in a long note proves that we do believe 


_ Chrift was made @ Curſe for us; inſtead of prov- 


ing 
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ing that we allow the word MX to fignify a v 
carious Curſe. In order to ſet the Doctor right, I 


replied, p. 56. that 


“ Aloah doth not ſignify a vicarious Execra- 


© *10n, nor do they ever ſay ſo, in order to 


5 © account for the meaning of the word as ap- 
_ © plied to Chriſt : he would not have been A.- 
e /oab, had it not been neceſſary for him to be 

. ſo in our ſtead, if he would fave us; but 


e he was really and i in fact made a Curſe,” 


And therefore the meaning of N as applied to 
Chrift doth not depend upon the de/ign, but 

reality of his ſufferings. Being called xarapz by 
the Apoſtle, and N by the Prophets W 
he really ſuffer d. One would have thought this 
a plain anſwer, and to have ſet his indiſtinct ob- 
jection from the word vicarious in a clear light. 
And that the Doctor would either have acknow- 


ledged his miſtake, or have ſet himſelf to prove, 


that he word MPR acording to us, tho' I denied 
it, did ſignify a vicarious Curſe, Inſtead of this, 


he perſiſts in his miſtake, repeats, and proves it 


1 over again in the ſame Waun on Recon, p. 197. 
. Mr. Bate now ſays (as if Mr. Bate had 
ever ſaid or thought otherwiſe. ) © that Aloah 


doth not ſignify a vicarious Execration, — They 
„have not indeed uſed the words vicarious Exe- 


e cration but they have uſed words equivalent, 


e ſee my citations from them p. 48 and 49. as 


« for or inſtead of man; to ſatisfy the juſtice, 


1 - (theſe are Mr. Bate's words, Examiner Exa- 
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© mind p. 25.) which man could not do for himſelf. ” 
The Curſe which Chrift underwent was indeed a 
vicariols one, (if I mult uſe that uncouth word) 
but neither 0e nor xerape ſignify a vicarious 


Curſe. Inftead of proving againſt me, that the word 
58 according to Mr. Hutchinſon and myſelf, 
ſignifies a vicarious Curſe, he proves again that we 


believe that Chriſt was made a vicarious Curſe, 
which is a propoſition of a quite different nature. 


And one would have thought he muſt have ſeen 
it at firſt; much more when it was directly point- 


ed out to him. Whether it be owing to a con- 


fuſed head, or there be a deſign in it, let the Reader 


judge. But it is ſomething very extraordinary to 
think to put it a ſecond time upon his Reader, 


that Cur/e muſt fignify a vicarious Curſe, becauſe 
that which Chriſt underwent was vicarious: and 


that we allowed the word had this meaning, be- 


cauſe we believe the Curſe on Chrift had that 


deſign, 
Far afraid there is make prepenſe at the bot- 


tom here, becauſe, upon the ſtrength of this rea- 
ſoning, if fo be it may be called reaſoning, he ac- 


cuſes me of denying that Chrift fuffer'd for us 


a charge of a very ſevere nature, which if it were 


not as weakly proved, as it is ſtrongly urged, I 


ſhould have reaſon to condemn myſelf, and be 
utterly at a loſs for an Apology. 


« Here it is obſervable, ſays he, that Mr. Bate 


©. avoids the repetition of the whole Expreſſion 
9 made a Curſe FOR Us, leſt it ſhould imply a 


7 — vicarious 


a 
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«© UICAVIOUS Execration—p. 198. and p. 203. it 


c Was a vicarious Execration, tho Mr. Bate de- 


nies it. 


Here he makes me deny that Chriſt ſuffered for 


cc 


25, and proves it, from my allowing that the whole 


expreſſion of the Apoſtle implies what the /ing/e 
word Curſe does not. He brings theſe very words 


of mine into the page before this, to prove that! 
allowed that Chriſt died 77 or ftead or for us, 


and God forbid that any doubt ſhould ever be 


made of my believing otherwiſe, unleſs that 
doubt be as weakly ſupported as it is here. But 
_ obſerye the progreſs and manner of the proof the 
Doctor would ſupport his accuſation by. Mr. 
© Bate allows that the word Curſe ſignifies a vicari- 
* ous Curſe ; for he allows that Chriſt was made a 
Curſe in our ſtead. And thus having proved that 
he who allows Chriſt to have been made a Curſe 
for us, does allow (tho the fallacy was pointed 
out to him) that the word Curſe implies vicarious 
in it. He argues next Mr. Bate denies that Chriſt 


66 


was made a Curſe in our ſtead; 1. for he denies 
cc 


c 
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cc 
for us, when he ſays, Chriſt was really made a 
ec 


{© not the ſame, whether it was born by him as 4 


* furety or not. This is the Doctor's proof; and 


45 158 change of che e in 1 (in the 


words 


that the Curſe does ſignify a vicarious Curſe. 2. He 

© ſays that Chriſt really ſuffer'd, therefore he denies 
that Chriſt ſuffer'd for us. And it is plain this 
muſt be his meaning, becauſe he drops the words 


Curſez as if the Curſe in reality and in fact were 
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words but now cited from him) you are to take it 
for granted that the diſpute was whether the 


bole expreſſion (made a Curſe for us) not whether 


the /ngle word Curſe implied vicarious in it. 


Mr. Bate, ſays he, avoids the repetition of the 


whole expreſſion leſt it (the whole expreſſion) ſhould 


imply a vicaricus Execration. And upon this 


miſtake he argues, p. 2 10. 


„Neither was Chriſt Eloab, execrated, by be- 
ee ing made a Curſe for his brethren, becauſe 
% Ale is never uſed for a vicarious Execration 

(nor is any other ſingle word) and becauſe the 

* Hebrew word for his being made a Curſe for 


* his brethren, is d. 6 


It is not the Hebrew word, but the Greek words, 
(eg nuwy,) that imply his being a Curſe for his 


brethren : oh no more ſignifies an Execration 


fer us, than dix does. And cx is as proper- 


ly render'd Curſe, as Pop can be. This is well | 


known : for theſe words are equivalent, tho' not 


the /ame, in ſignification. ES 
If the Doctor did not deſignedly again change 


the propoſition he was to prove in order to ſup- 
port his charge againſt me; he may ſee now that 
he has thro' ſome hurry and confuſion or other 


quite miſtaken the matter. The whole expreſſion 
of the Apoſtle does imply vicarious in it. But 
the Angle word which we were diſputing about 
does not ; not including the ſenſe of the many ad- 


jectives occaſionally uſed with it, in its own mean- 


ing. This is not calling me 2mpious, as Mr. 
25 — | Kalmar 


(103) 


Lalmar does, but! it is trying to make me appear 


ſo. For ſurely I muſt be ungrateful and wicked 


to a very high degree to have denied that Chriſt 


ſuffered for us. The inference the Doctor would 


draw from my words is of ſuch a nature as one 
would not readily have expected, and his manner 
of maintaining the charge very extraordinary : 

he would prove that I omit the words for us with 
an ill deſign, tho I uſe the words in our fead, 


which are full as expreſſive. And he would prove 


that I deny Chriſt died for us, becauſe I deny 


that the word Curſe ſignifies, a vicarious Curſe. 


This ſhews that the N is compaſſed a- 


bout with ſo great a cloud of prejudices that he 
can't ſee clear enough to aim his blows aright. 


Next the Doctor argues againſt me that MR, | 


* Muſt mean, in its ulage throughout the old 
4 Teſtament, a perſon who was determined or o- 
© Dliged to be execrated, not one who was actu- 
ally or really execrated. * 


As if ! had ever ſaid or thoveht that Chriſt was 
made a Curſe in fact till his Incarnation : and then 
5 endeavours to expoſe me p. 200. becauſe a refer- 


ence of mine to Deut. chap. xxvili and xxxix. is 
wrong printed, 28. 9 
Mr. Bate's ao of the matter ſands thus 
* —the Lord hath brought upon them Mp 05, 
4 therefore Chriſt as called DN.“ 
Let the Reader turn to Scrip. Mean. p. 56. at the 
top of the page. I we read Deut. 28. 9. (miſ- 
printed for chap. xxviii and xxix.) we find there 


_ were my particulars contained under the oy | 
TX; 
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( 194 Y 
yu; and in conſequence of which they were Anal- 
1 to be cut H in anger, and in wrath, and in 
great indignation. They are my words; and the 
paſſages I refer to muſt be where the farticulars 
contained in MR are mentioned, which they are 
in theſe two chapters. Andall compriſed i in this 


19 word, ch. xxix. ver. 20. dd bY, the whole curſe 
i | <eritten in this book ſhall lie upon bim. But ſays 
tdbe Doctor; 


e The paſſage referred to, 1s Deut. xxix. 28. for 
his reference is wrong printed. 8 
I refer to no ſingle paſſage, but to theſe two chap- 
it ters for proof that there were many particulars 
*17 contained under the word NR. I refer he ſays to 
1 ver. 28. Why! only becauſe the word is not 
„ there, he 0 ſenſe of which I was endeavour- 
i ing to trace out. Unleſs what follows may be 
deemed a reaſon. 


Denen 


1 Ihe rffect of the Curſe Wesel by rooting has 
1 bdbout of their land in anger &c. is mentioned as 
1 I| the conſequence not of NMR, but op. 2 
I As if dog were not uſed for the C urſe of God up- 


11 on them as well as p. And their captivity 
33.118 Waere a conſequence of . word more than the 
_ 17188 other; or it were a conſequence of either word ; 
11 and I ſhould be glad to know what he meant, 

| when he ſaid, ** their being rooted out was a con- 
** ſequence, not of NIX, but of 5500. i, The 
# Prophet Daniel aſcribes their captivity to a Curſe 
| expreſſed by the word m. 

My I muſt remark another falſe citation; for 1 do 
not ſay, that 


e ee 
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2 Therefore, Chriſt was called N . 
Which the Doctor without the leaſt authority for 
it, makes me do; but that from that wrath, the 
effects of which is expreſſed by dd, we may per- 
haps get the firi& ibs of the word (MN) and ſee 
in what ſenſs Chriſt was e. This is what I 
ſay; which he ſhould have cited, and not put 
words of a quite different import into my mouth. 
The Doctor borrowed ſome good directions out of 
the Chriſtian Plan, for making fair extracts, 
and reaſoning candidly and ſoberly upon them, 
and commends them highly. I am forry they 
were not worth his following. 

But theſe, and many other inſtances, were e de- 
ſigned as proofs that 
le hath no delight in controverſy and cenſures, 

© and that it hath been his deſire and aim to keep 
25 as clear as be could, from what he blames in 

e others.” See Dedic. to the Difſer. 

Much of the ſame nature it ſeems with the laſt, 
is my ſolution of another difficulty ſtarted by the 
Doctor againſt our conſtruction of Aloah, vix. 
Chriſt being called ſo before he was execrated 2 
fact. And he is pleaſed to argue with me in much 
the ſame manner by way of condeſcenſion to my 
weakneſs, by making me {gy what I have neither 
ſaid ; nor have ren any room to ſuppoſe me 
to ay. - 

«© —But he could not be called the Execrated, 

* meaning really and in f2#, as diſtinguiſned 

from purpoſe or deſtinalion, which is the ſenſe. 


22 Mr. Bate is now infiſting upon. 
have 
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I have ſaid no ſuch thing; nor have given, that 
I know of any colour for it. I fay Chriſt is call- 


ed the execrated one, as he is called, the Lamb lain - 
before he was ſlain. The reality of Chriſt's be- 


coming a Curſe had been maintained by us againſt 
Mr. Bd. And in Script. Mean. p. 56, 57. J ar- 
gued with the Doctor, that the word Curſe or 
MR was applied to him becauſe, he was made a 


real, not becauſe he was made a vicarious Curſe; 


but the oppoſition of the fact to the purpoſe or 


deſtination, never came into the diſpute that I 
know of before, nor was mentioned till now. 


Should not the Doctor have cited ſome words of 
mine, to ſhew that I aſſerted that Chriſt was 
really and in fact execrated, before he took fleſh, 


when he endeavours by that ſuppoſition to avoid 


an eaſy and obvious anſwer, to an objection he 
builds ſo much upon? 


* The Lamb, ſays the Doctor, is no etherwiſe 
“ ſaid to be ſlain from the foundation of the : 
* world, than in God's counſel and determina- 
e tion. Pp. 201. . 


And I have faid, that Chriſt is called, the execrat- 
ed one, in the ſame ſenſe the Lamb is ſaid to be 
ſlain, © And even that was not ſaid, (adds our 
learned adverſary, ) till the Lamb was actually ſlain.“ 
But ſtill he is called the Lamb ſlain, from before ke 


was ſlain. 5 + 
This Text therefore in the Revelations, ſays 
he, can be no authority for ſaying that Chriſt 
might be called , really and in fact exe 
* crated, from the foundation of the world, or be- 
dh eu hee i Fare, 


cc 


(107) 
ee fore, becauſe he was not, as Mr. Hutchinſor 
© obſerves, a#ually execrated, till he took fleſh. 
And fo Mr. Bate ſeemed to think himſelf, when 
«© he faid he was to do and ſuffer—one who is 
made, or TO BE MADE a Curſe, ” 
The Doctor has proved that I more than Greed 
to think, that Chriſt was not curſed before he 
ſuffered, but he has forgot to prove that I have 
{aid or thought otherwiſe ; that you are to take 
for granted. The Scriptures call, Chriſt, the Lamb 
_ _ from the foundation of the world; and why | 
not call him, the execrated one, before he was in 
fat execrated? He was ſlain, the Doctor ſays, 
only in God's counſel anddetermination ; but Chriſt 
was ſlain in ye and figure, which is ſomething 
more than Determination. However, if he could 
be called the Lamb ſlain in counſel, be certainly 
might be called the Execrated, in counſel, He 
would not have been called the Lamb ſlain, in 
counſel, had he not have been to be really flain ; 
neither would he have been called Execrated, but 
from his real Sufferings. And yet this is not ſay- 
ing, as the Doctor tells his Reader I do, that 
_ Chriſt was really and in Jai execrated before he 
took fleſh. 8 
« Mr. Bate tries another way in anſwer to my 
«6 . ſays the Doctor. — He had ſworn 
*© (faid Mr. Bate) he would become a Curſe, and 
calls things that be not, as though they were. 
But this is not another way ; only bringing the 
authority of the Apoſtle to juſtify it. And the 
Doctor Eau diſpoſed to diſpute with the Os 
C2 v 
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by aſking, if God did ever call. himſelf what he 
Das not, as the he were. Which he evidently 
does when he calls himſelf the Lamb ſlain from 
the foundation of the world: and which form of 
ſpeech God uſes when he calls the Sacrifice (in. 

al.) the Burnt- offering, before it was burnt. Lev. 
i. 4. He ſhall fut his hand upon the head of the 
Burnt-ofering. And the prophetic ſtile ſpeaks, 
generally, of the future, in the paſt tenſe; that 
which God hath ſworn ſhall be done, being look- 
ed on as done. So Chriſt was called, the Per- 
ſon, the Execration, or the Execrated, ex futuro; 
tho' the Hebrew word doth not expreſs the 7enſe 
(tho' it does the voice ;) as the Greek for lain 
does. Preteritum, (ſays Bythner, de verbo p. 
9.) apud Prophetas creberrime pro futuro uſurpa- 


tur, quo res certe Futura, Anißcetur, perinde 
ac hi 1 jam eveniſſet. 


The Doctor concludes that his difficulties could 
not be ſmall which have driven Mr. Bate to theſe 
ſolutions of them; and thew him to be fo ſorely 
preſſed for a reply of ſome ſort er other. But they 
are his wn replies not mine, that make ſo bad 
A figure; and which he has been at fo much 
pains to explode. And it may fairly be conclud- 
ed that he did not like the /olutrons as they ſtand 
in my. words; or care to reply to what I have 
ſaid ; or elſe he would have fairly cited, and ſo- 
berly conſider'd it. 

The Doctor argues, that the word which the 
Apoſtle refers to, Gal. iii. 13. when he g gives Chriſt 
the title of zhe Execration, 15 RP not WN. 


Cc And 


C99). - 
« And it is but juſt, (he ſays p. 204. and I a- 


gree with him in it) to underſtand St. Paul's 


<« expreſſion according to the meaning of the 


% Hebrew words in the Law, to which he refers 


3» 


cus for that expreſſion. 


When the Apoſtle ſays Chriſt has redeemed us from 


the Curſe of the Law, as he does in the Text, 
| he refers us to thoſe words, 7herefore by which the 


Curſe of the Law is expreſſed, and dd is one of 


thoſe words; and it will follow by parity of rea- 


ſoning that Chriſt may be called the dN (and 
with the addition of the) in the third order, to 


make it a perſonal-pafſive noun, the ) of the 
Law. And here I muſt remind the Reader of 


what he has ſeen but too much of, that the good 


Doctor has a peculiar talent at giving an objection 
à caſt, when he lays it before him. We do not 
argue that Chriſt is called , becauſe he is 


called Mp ; but as they are words of an equz- 


valent, (as many other words are, which are not 


ol the ſame) ſignification, we fay it is not, blaſ- 


phemy, (as Mr. Bd. with open mouth roared out 
againſt us, and in which no doubt he would 
have been followed, had not or capital argu- 


ment ſtood in the way) to ſay, that Chriſt was 
o as well as 200 : and our capital argument, 
when it comes to be examined is a voucher, and 
inflexible witneſs for us. A voucher, that the ſa- 
cred writers intended to give Chriſt the title of, 


Execrated, which is what we bring it for. And 


that we may apply to Chriſt one of thoſe ws 
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that ſtand for the Curſe of the Law, as well as 
another, 

The Doctor has another objection againſt the 
application of Ale to Chriſt as a Curſe, p. 207. 

Deut. xxx. 7. It relates only to temporal Curſes. 

* —The Curſe that Chriſt was made for us 

* cannot be interpreted of theſe. ”? 

And ſo does 1595p, as the Doctor himſelf ſays but 
a few lines chews, 2 ; 
« Deut. xxix. 28. & is not the word for the 
: « Curſe, but hop, and relates only to God's 
48 rooting Iſrael out of the land,” 
But as I obſerved before, the whole Curſe written 
in the book of the Law is Deut. xxix. ver, 20, 
(and which ſeems miſprinted [ Deut. xxix. 29.) 
in Mr. Moody's Anſwer p. g. note lin. 8.) expreſſ- 
ed by this word, which implies ſomething more 
than a temporal Curſe, namely, the wrath of 
God, that would, if not atoned here, end in ever- 
laſting miſery. And the Doctor ſeems not to 
have recollected that one word is not confined to 
temporal Curſes more than the other, tho the 
ink was not dry on the paper, where he had him- 

i ſelf made the obſervation. 
I,. ſeems ſtrange to the Doctor that Chriſt | 
ſhould be named Ahab, or Execrated, which 
they are, who break an Oath, tho he himſelf did 
break no Oath. I hope that wonder is clear- 
ed up; and is ſo indeed in the place whence he 
cites thoſe words of mine (p. 211.) which raiſed 
his wonder, VIZ, becauſe e ſignifies a Curſe 
1n 

2 
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in general. And a perſon may be curſed without 
breaking an Oath, 8 

But there is a ſtranger thing ſtill than this ſame 


ſtrange ſaying of mine. And it is the conſtructi- 


on of 75 p which a writer of great reputation 
applies as a reaſonable and ſatisfactory proof that 


MX is to be conſtrued in its Hebrew ſenſe, be- 
cauſe ſuch a remarkable agreement of fats and 
circumſtances ſfirongly plead for it, And this is 
_ anſwered by ſaying, the learned author repreſents 
_ the relation between the two words, as ſuppoſiti- 
ons only, from which nothing certain can be deduc- 
ed. Whereas he repreſents it as what nothing can 
be objected to, but minute reaſons drawn from 
ſpecs and dots, and rabbinical inventions of arbitra- 


ry rules and exceptions. But ſuppoſe, ſays the 


Doctor, that MR is one execrated, yet is not bis 


inference juſt that it moſt properly and eminently 


deſcribes a ſufferer under the hy, i. e. under the 

3 Curſe of being emptied of his ory, But if 8 
3 ine accurſed, the object of the wrath of God and 
man; and 50D one made light of, and treated as ſuch 


by God and man; and both names are uſed to the 


ſame perſon, muſt there not be ſomething ſtrong- 
er than a daſh or two of the pen of the execrable 
Apoſtates, to forbid the ſimilar and parallel con- 
ſtruction? What follows p. 2 13. of Alozb not 
being a peculiar title of the ſecond Perſon, becauſe 
the whole Trinity were involved in an Ai, is the 
old miſtake that Execrator and Execratus ſignify 
the ſame thing; tho every ſchool-boy will ſce the 


difference at the firſt look. 


The 


( 112 ) 
'The Doctor concludes this ſection with 0 


|| that he ſees not that his objections are got over, 

14 and he leaves it to his Reader to judge whether 
6 they can be got over, on Mr, Hutchinſon's and 
1 Mr. C.'s conſtruction of the words in diſpute; 
61 and I beg leave to ſay, it is impoſſible he ſhould 
* ſee it himſelf, or his Reader be able to judge from 
bis him, whether they are, or can be got over upon 
IE that conſtruction, till he knows himſelf what it 
[4 is; and will fairly and impartially lay the replies 
1 before his Reader; which I leave to my Reader to 
It judge how far he has done, And I proceed now to 
UE Section 9. Review p. 215. 

1 We are here to conſider what part of ſpeech Y 
FE and Ne are. Aleim has no var in it, as Alue 

oh has; and therefore we call one an Five and 
1 the other a paſſive, as all the grammars direct us 
1 to underſtand the vau in the third order. 

14 Firſt, the Doctor ſays, that this, 

1 ge) Suppoſes a noun of the ſame letters with the 

4 . the verb in the perfect tenſe, cannot be under- 

1 t ſtood in a paſſive ſenſe. 

1 Which it by no means does; for it is well known 

1 that in Hebrew as in Engliſh, the ſame (letters 

14 or) word, ſhall be all parts of fpeech——determi- 

1 nable by the Context; but not without it. Can 

| bis the Doctor take upon him to ſay, that W, now, 

1 and 2090 are nouns, or paſſives, as they ſtand here 
1 detached from the Context? But he can at firſt 


: EI rs 5 > 
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= fight determine that MY, Nd and the like, 
are paſſrves. dog might be conſtrued paſſ ehh, 
if as Context any where required it. But MPN 

can't 


. „%% - 
can't be alive. Aleim from Ale to worſhip (if 


there were any ſuch verb) can be nothing but 
worſhippers, unleſs the Context ſhould any where 
direct to the contrary ; which is not ſo much as 
pretended, There is nothing in the /effers. to 
make it a paſſive. And where the grammatical 
ſigns are wanting, the parts of ſpeech that are 


diſtinguiſhed by thoſe ſigns, muſt be wanting 


| likewiſe, unleſs the Context ſupply them, And 
a writer that ſhould omit the grammatical fans, 
without directing you by the Context to ſupply 
them, would write unintelligibly. And conſe- 
_ quently that where the /n is wanting, and the 
Context doth not direct you, the word muſt be 


deemed of that part of ſpeech it is of without 


the ſign. Ori has no grammatical ſign but the 


plural ; no paſſive vau; and the Context, 


- wherever it occurs, directs you to underſtand it 
of a perſon or perſons, and therefore it muſt mean 


what words do without the paſſive vau. A Prophet 


could neither deceive us thro' deſign, ignorance 


or careleſſneſs. He combined his words ſo as to 
be underſtood ; being infallibly directed to con- 


vey his meaning. We have no reaſon to think | 
from any grammatical fign, or the Context, that 
 Aletm, a name of God, was defigned as a paſſive; 
and thereby are directed to conclude it to be 
active. And on the contrary, Alue has the vau, 
the paſſive ſn in it. The Prophets neither wrote 
nor ſpoke by the points. And the letters is all they 


have left us to underſtand their meaning by. 


They that are ſo fetter d wich the Rabbinical 


ſhackles 
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ſhackles as not to care to ſtir a foot till gored on 
by the pricks, may perhaps not readily acknow- 


ledge the truth of what I fay ; but it is what all 


grammars, but the Hebreo-rabbinical, proceed 
upon. And the aſcertaining the parts of ſpeech, 


where the ſigns were wanting, was one of the 


outward pretences for introducing the points. 


And I hope Chriſtians may without vanity ſay, 


that they are as capable of determining by the 
Context what part of ſpeech a word is of, as the 


apoſtate Rabble were, when they ſet the points. 
The Context was all the guide they could have; 
and that we have, and ſomething more, viz. the 
aſſiſtance of that Holy Spirit, which had forſaken 


thoſe wicked men, and turned to the Gentiles. 
The grammatical /275 then and the Context, 
are the rules or means; which, with the help of 


God, we hope to be able to aſcertain the Hebrew 
grammar by; and when neither the Context nor 
the figns direct us to make a word ſingular and 


paſſive, we conclude neceſſarily that it is plural 
and active. And whatever they may think = -- 


themſelves, who make uſe of their learning and a- 
bilities to confound the obvious rules of the tongue, 


(with regard to words that relate to our eternal 
Salvation, as they conſtrue' in Hebrew) others 


will look on as fighting under the banner of A- 
poſtacy againſt the Truth of the word of God. 


It had never enter'd into the heart of man to make 


Aleima paſſive; if the Devil had not ſuggeſted 
it to the Apoſtates. e e 


One might reaſonably infer (fays the Doctor, 


TENT] + 
p. 216.) that the plural of Alue might ſignify 
Ahh e z 
But the plural of Alue muſt be found firſt, It is 
the plural of Ale we are diſputing about. 
hut as I take it (continues the Doctor,) here 
eis a myſtery, in his way of writing Aleim 
he drops the van to extinguiſh the vowel 
* dvau in the pronunciation of Elo him.. 
Has the Doctor but juſt found out our deſign in 
writing BTR Aleim ? Tt is certainly our deſign 
to mark out the difference betwixt the plural of 
e and mx. But the myſtery, and the myſ- 
tery of iniquity it is, lays in pointing, writing or 
|, pronouncing it Elobim, as if it had a va. And 
I muſt except againſt the Doctor's language of 
| our dropping, and extinguiſhing the vowel val. 
If he means a letter, it never was there to be 
dropt, or extinguiſhed. If he means the point, 
he ſhould remember that he has for the preſent 
given them up. If he means Soth, and uſed the 
ambiguous phraſe of vowe/ var, to be interpreted 
either way, as occaſion ſhould ſerve, let him make 
his beſt of it: But he muſt give us ſome better 
proof, than this that, „ 
Fe va was ſuppreſſed in writing DNR” and 
that it is or can be, the regular plural of 
2 . 
Which it certainly is not; as all the grammars 
without exception will juſtify. And tho' many 
plurals in im, without a vaz, muſt be conſtrued 
paſſively, yet it is the Context, and not their regu- 
ar deflection that directs us to conſtrue them ſo. 


„5 He 


tans} 
He may as well ſay 1527 1/at. i. 6. is the regular 
plural and paſſive, of JIN © 
The Doctor gave the ſenſe of obs, Diſſer. 
p. 71. as from an Arabic word, © The Being that 
« ought only te be adored. On which 1 remarked, 
that mD is not falſive, agored 1 1s; and only 
cannot be compriſed in the verb. And here Re- 
Diete p. 71. lays, 
had given the ſenſe of Eloab "IR Aab. IS 
But it was the ſenſe of D798 not Eloab, he gave 
in the words above; and thinks what we have 
been a conſidering,” is a ſufficient anſwer ; but 
adds, [a1 T6 © 1 v1 
will give a diſtioct anſwer to this and another 
7 objection of Mr. Bate's, and juſtify my own 
*© expreſſion, - that Eloab (he ſhould have ſaid 
ND again) may ſignify. a Being 10 be adored.” 
1 was to have a diſtinct anſwer to this, (and ano- 
ther) objection; which ſeems to have been forgot. 
My other objection, I ſuppoſe is, that there is no 
participle in Hebrew that anſwers to the participle 
in dus in Latin; and that the vau in MOR, or in 
the third order, doth not admit of any ſuch confiruc- 
tion, which the Doctor cites along with this que{- 
tion of mine, from Examiner Examin'd, p. 14. 
Do d and o imply a Future in chem, to be 
« worſhipped? ” 
©. Yet, ſays he, according to Mr. Hutchinſon 5 
oon expoſition it N a Future” —1N in dus, he 
ſhould have ſaid. | 
Mr, to s words are, 
* The Text, (Jai. xliv. 8} — PAO} 
elde 


oo ER. 


(17) 
« befide Jebovab ? When 1/aiah was written he 


* was not actually execrated. There is no tenſe. 


„ This reacheth from the fall of man to the fact“ 
© —He was obliged abſolutely t be execrated. 
There is no tenſe in cod ſays Mr. Hutchinſon. 
And this the Doctor brings to prove that MV ac- 


cording to Mr. Hutchinſon is equivalent to the 


participle in dus. Chriſt was chliged to be abſolute- 


by execrated in due time, and therefore is called 
The Execrated. There is no tenſe, ſays Mr. Hutch- 
inſon, therefore according to him, argues Dr. 
Sbarp, it is the future tenſe. If there be no tenſe 
in MIR, according to us, my queſtion is not an- 


ſwered upon Mr. Hutchinſon's principles, as the 


Doctor gives his word for, Review p. 219. for 
tho' the time was to come when this was to be 


done, yet the word of itſelf doth not expreſs that 
it hasno tenſe, any more than Execratio | in Latin f 


has. 


© His title Eb altogether related to a future 
* tranſaction. * 


True. But the wed Ehah expreſſes neither paſt 
nor future, merit or demerit, and ſo not the par- 
liciple in Als. 


% And why ſhould Mr. Bate blame his adverſary, 
© ſays the Doctor, for giving a conſtruction like 
the participle in dus, from Alah coluit, when 
both he and Mr. Hutchinſon give the like con- 
e ſtruction ?— 
The like conftrtion wonkd make Mee, ſignify 
execrable, for that is equivalent to adorable, or 
A Being to be adored. 5 
But 
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But Mr. Bedford and others did not intend to 
_ confine the participle in dus to the future exclu- 
five of paſt or preſent, ſays the Doctor; nor do we 
on our ſide, however he came to think fo. 
EY — Not in the ſenſe of Cultus,  worſhip- 
Mm ” Þ*G as Mr. Bate and Mr. Moody put it, 
© —but as Mr. Holloway takes their meaning 
©. right.—” p. 220. 
Which ſeems to lay that we bad miftaken their 
meaning. 
« nd Being that ought only to be J 1 
% meant it, ſays the ä in the ſenſe of — 
© sdb, 
| The et is not about his meaning of colemdus, 
but whether there is fuch a participle in Hebrew, 
which fay, the) in the third order is not: becauſe 
the words that have the) there will not one in a 
hundred make ſenſe or truth according to that 
conſtruction. And only cannot be compriſed 1 in 
the verb, he allows; 
<© Yet it cannot be excluded from the ſenſe of the 
participle he ſays; 
but it muſt be excluded, if it is no part of the ſenſe 
of the verb; tho' it belongs to God to be % 
ſbipped, and to him only; 
Enits application tothe true object of POR. 
That is, God only is to be worſhipped, therefore 
the word includes only in its meaning. A way of 
reaſoning the Doctor is very fond of. : 
As there Eloah beſides me? who is Eloah 
but Jehovah ? can theſe paſſages be interpreted 
oo with the like propriety, o or indeed with any pro- 


priety 


r 


( 119 ) 
> Fi: priety and truth under Mr, Bate 8 conſtruc- 
«non t-- 


I have ſhewn him the beauty and propriety of 


theſe paſſages, as well as truth. That no falſe 
God could be the Execration, Atoner or Sufferer 
for man, Jehovah only being able to perform that 


great work in a ſtate of incarnation. Here is truth 


and propriety, and the nobleſt challenge Godcould 


make againſt their falſe Gods. 


But the Doctor forgets all along here that 


OD. is applied to men, as well as to God. 
II have ſaid ye are .O, to be adored; as 
the Doctor's phraſe is; religiouſly tobe worſhipped, 
according to Mr, Bd Could not the Doctor ſee * 
this impropriety in Mr. Bd.'s conſtruction of the 
word, when he left religiouſly out of his own, . 
and blames me for not letting Mr. Bg.'s ſtand, as 
he had put it? And how does that comport with 
I fai. xliv. 8. Wio is Elah but God? Some 
men were ſo, the 88. ſays, and the Scripture 

can't be broken. Aleim he may ſee here, can't 

be conſtrued in the ſame ſenſe with Elaab; and I 
i would once more recommend it to the conſidera- 
tion of our opponents, whether their expoſition of 
theſe words, and theſe Texts can be any ways re- 


conciled. 
e He attempts indeed (ſays the Doctor,) to faſten 
* alike difficulty on Mr. Bd. — but if he will 
e pleaſe to put it as Mr. Bd. did, The Being re- 
90 ligiouſly to be Toorſoipped, he will find there is 
*© no impropriety in it. 
; don't ſay, nor hint that Mr. Bd, didn't put it 5 
* 


ine 
He did put it ſo, but it would not ſtand by his own 
rules; he run himſelf into difficulties by i. he did 


not foreſee; but the Doctor is going to help him out. 
„Md Lev. xiv. which he renders by, him that 
e was to be cleanſed. So Pagnin mandatum, i. e. 
„ mundandum. 
He that was cleanſing, the cleanſer, or chat was 
going to be cleanſed, are all the fame thing. And 
I apprehend is the future in 74s; not in dus, in 
the ſenſe they conſtrue their Arabic word, to 
make it ſignify adorable, one that is worthy of 
worſhip. And the word makes as good ſenſe 
conſtrued as in the Text of Pagnin's tranſlation, 
Purificans ſe. But the participle or noun with 
D, as here, doth not imply a future in itſelf ; and 
_ tho' the perſon ſpoke of ver. 4. was then to be 
cleanſed ; yet he is called by the ſame name after 
he was cleanſed, ver. 31. And N Pſal. Ixxxix. 
8. makes as good ſenſe there as a paſſive; feared; 
fo Y praiſed. g= glorious or glorified. But 
theſe participles conſtrued as in dus; on other oc- 
caſions imply direct falſhoods. Baal was feared, 


and had in reverence by his worſhippers, but was 


not worthy to be feared, and 70 be had in reverence 
of them. The great Perſon who Tjai, lii. was 
deſpiſed, y affiifted, bruifed, and yd ſinitten, 
was not worthy or deſerving of it: God is worthy 
to be praiſed and feared; but the worthineſs is 
not expreſſed in thoſe participles, but belongs to 
his own nature. Nor did I except againſt the 
_ Engliſh phraſes, to be worſhipped, or, to be adored, 
as as having a future in them, but as the Hebrew 57 
them 


(- 121 T 
them 1s pot to carry the ſenſe of the partici- 
ple in dus; which if it do in one place, it muſt 


in another. The participle Pabul all agree is pre- 
ter or paſt. 


cc 


They ſignify no more, . to the 
A uſage of the language, (s the Doctor) than 
«6 worthy of worſhip.” 


But if he could prove the Hebrew participles ſig- 


nified / much according to the uſage of that 
- language, there would be an end of the diſpute. 


But we ſhall have occaſion perhaps to re-exa- 


mine ſome of theſe conſtructions, and the new 
_ Hebrew participles, before we have done; but I 
muſt now turn back to conſider the objections a- 


bout the mappick:d N, or double root, Ale is ſup- 
poſed to be of, which the Doctor premiſed to his 


reaſoning on the ſenſe of the word, 


O REVIEW 


( 122 ) 


REVIEW, Sect. II. p. 27. 


E have here a finiſhed piece, which the ar- 
tiſt has beſtowed ſo much pains and labour 
upon, and viewed fo long, and with ſuch deep at. 
tention and pleature, that he has perſuaded him- 
ſelf, like the famous Praxiteles, into a notion 
that his ſtatue has life and motion; but it doth 
not quite come up to life. And tho' its breaſt 
may ſeem to heave, its eyes are mere ſtone. 
Various, fays the Doctor, are the expedients 
© my opponents have tried to diſengage themſclves 
„ from the difficulties the diſtinction between the 
utable and zmmutable N, brings upon the ety- 
. mology of Elobim. 
He means 7B; but there is no word in the Bi- 
ble that can be wrote Elohim, unleſs you ſet the 
authority of the Apoſtates above that of the Pro- 
phets, who no doubt ſpoke as they wrote; or the 
ear muſt have been ſubje& to the ſame uncer- 
tainty, the eye is, by this way of writing it in 
Engliſo. And if they writ ©'T75X univerſally 
without a van, let the Doctor conſider what ſpi- 
rit directed them, upon whoſe authority he buts 
it in. But to thele ; imaginary difliculties, which 
are as various as the egedlents we have made uſe 


of to 1 ourſelves from them. That is, ve 


have followed the Doctor ſtep by Itep, and return- 
ed him an anſwer to every thing he thought, in 
the warmth of his prepofſeffion, worth propokng. 


The 


: ( 123) 

The Diſtinction fo much weight is laid upon, 
is this, that the irregular verbs in d, do not retain 
that letter in the nown plural and participle paſſive, 
and therefore Aleim and Alue are not derived from 
Ale, tho' there is no other root in the tongue they 
can come from ; nor was there any other tongue 
for above two thouſand years to borrow a word 
or a rule of grammar from, 

«DIR being a noun plural, the preſervation of 


ce the d in it, ſhews it muſt be derived from ſome 


66, perfect verb in which the never changes or Is 


e loſt, as ZR from Naq Diſſer. p. g. and p. 10. 
Therefore this 1 cannot be the root of Me, 


e 


„ which is, 2s they own, formed like 1134,” in 
| theſe two deflections; as Ne, 19 and. qq are 
in ſeveral others; and all the anoamla in ſome. 


This is the ſum of the difficulties, and deciſive 
evidence againſt our etymology. In anſwer to 

which we have denied both the mic and conſe- 

quence, viz. that N21 is a regular verb; or if it 


were ſo, that it would follow that the irregular 
verbs in dN could not decline like it in theſe deflec- 


tions, becauſe they do not in all. Theſe are the 


various expedients we have made uſe of to ſhelter 
_ ourſelves from this tell monſter. The Reader, i it 1s 


to be hoped, will not reſt his judgement either up- 


on what is ſaid in the Review, or in this Reply; 
but ſee and judge for himſelf upon a view of the 
whole that has been laid before him. 


But let us ſtate a few particulars that the Nasder 5 


may be a better judge of the argument. 
There are five nouns that retain their N in the 
„ POT plural 


— 2 CSS 
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plural number, and many nouns or participles that 
retain their N with the va and jod in the third 
order, in the ſingular. oe ws}; Nga in the maſ- 
culine plural only. And 722, dh, den and 9 
in the feminine plural. But paſſive nouns or par- 
ticiples in the ſingular there are many. Some with 
a od, and ſome with a vau. There are four 
verbs or roots in A called perfect. qq, hn, Man, 
and (I think) Y. This laſt occurs only once un- 
deflected, and ſo is no inſtance : dh but ſel- 
dom; and where it does, it is ſhrewdly to be ſuſ- 
pected, that it is in Hithpael, or ſuch deflections 
when its may bea ſervile, and not radical, and fo 
its root be N; as will appear upon examination 
| perhaps. 7) is not very often uſed: but rwice 
or thrice where the N is uſually dropt or changed. 
We have 97 and MN, and Ian in regim: But 
not 471493 or MN. So that the chief weight of the 
argument lays on Nga, which retains its 7 in al- 
moſt every deflection; it being a word very often 
uſed, But, if we are not miſtaken, it likewiſe 
drops or changes! its N in ſome places, as the roots 
in N for the generality do; ſome in one deflection; 
others in another; and ſome in the ſame deſlections 
in different Texts. The im perfect verbs, ſays Byth- 
ner, in his firſt remark upon them, nor ſemper 
ſunt anomala, neque etiam in omnibus rome: 
nibus aut temporibus. 

What is there now to WY our arguing : 
backwards, that a word which is regular in 
this part of ſpeech, (the noun plural ſuppoſe, 

or participle paſſive) muſt be regular as a 8 ? 
4 that that which is irregular as a verb, 


ſome 


1611 


bene deflections, muſt be irregular as a noun or 


participle? 721 (contrary to the general obſerva- 


vation on words in dn) is, (as we allow for the pre- 


ſent) always regular, and keeps its N in every de- 
flection; but N58, contrary to the general obſer- 
vation, (as we alſo allow for the preſent) retains 


its di in the noun plural and paſſive ſingular. But 


why muſt its verb be regularly deflected becauſe 
that of Nan is, whoſe deflection is itſelf an exception 


from the general obſervation, and is the only in- 


ſtance of any root in N, that is, what they call, 
regularly deflected throughout? If theſe deflecti- 
ons of Ale muſt be ſuppoſed to come from a 
perfect verb, all the deflections that retain the 7 
| ſhould by this rule be deemed to belong to a pei- 
fect verb. And vice verſa; where ever the N is 
dropt that word ſhould belong to the imperfect 
root. And how are we to know what are regular 


and what not; or in what parts of ſpeech they 
are regular, and in what not, but by obſervation 


of the uſage in Scripture, ſome being more irre- 


gular than others, and none of them in all de- 


flections? This was offer'd to the conſideration 
of the Gentlemen by me Script. Mean. p. 16, 


17. and Mr. Kalmar wes ſo ſenſible of the diffi- 
culty, that he really makes j p. 7. to be two roots, 


becauſe it ſometimes retains, at others drops and 


changes its N. 
„Upon this account, ſays he, I preſume to make 
©. the ſame diſtinction between d and MI, as 
b between TDN and PN. M3 with a mut ible N 
Ba properly ſignifies immorari, & c. an habita- 
tion, whereſoever, whether in a Text &c. or 
2 2 +* without 


E 

„ without it. And if ever it ignity an houfe or 
< tent, it is metonymical—.“ 
One would think, that if the verb be 70 dell, the 


noun mult, without a metonymy, ſignify, a wel- 
ling. 
he latter contrariwiſe ſignifies properly 
2 dane fuit, eminuit, (he does not tell us where) 
edihcium'z fo an houſe, &c. and metony mi- 
cally an inhabitation, but in an houſe & C. and 
not in any place without it. 
N 1 have cited this that the Reader may ſee what 
ſtraits the defenders of double rooted words, the 
natural born ſons of mappich, run themſelves into. 
This learned Gentleman could not help ſeeing that 
Mis as ircegularly deflected as TN; and owns 
that there are eleven places, where its N is not 
altered, as (by their reaſoning about the map- 
picked ) it ought to have been; and in which ſi- 
tuation that in N is; and therefore ee up as 
another inſtance of a double rooted word; aſcrib- 
ing all the deflections where the &i is preſerved, to 
one root; and where they are dropt or changed, 
to the other. But the two roots muſt have dif- 
ferent ſignifications, or elſe all is gone ſtill; ſo the 
mutable root, he makes dwelling in any Xeelling 


- 
cc 


8 cc 


Place; in a houſe or tent, &c. tho' there is no 


place a perſon can dwell in, but it muſt be a houſe, 


tent, or &c. and if it ever ſignifies a houſe or 
tent; (which it moſt certainly does, 2 Sam. xv. 


25. WM, the Tabernacle of God. And Fob v. 24. ) 
it is a metonymical figntfication ; (he ſhould have 
laid, a ſubtantrve ) and the immutable , contra 


r1wiſe 
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ri wiſe an houſe &c. metonymically an inhabitation, 
= in a houſe &c. and not in any place without 
If the Gentleman knew himſelf what he 
—_ he has expreſt it very unhappily ; perhaps 
for want of Exgliſo; but for my part I can find 
no difference in the ſenſe of the word in Scripture; 
nor in his definitions. He, to be ſure, aimed at 
ſome difference; but I fanſy i it was mere accident 
that made him allign this ſenſe to the mutable N, 
and that to the immutable one, rather than the | 
_ contrary, But without ſpending time in ſifting | 
' what a man ſays, when he has not a mind to be 
underſtood, what would he gain by finding two 
roots to "IF If the ſenſe of Ox and TR be as 
nearly the ſame, as that of dwelling and dwelling, 
or houſe and þ ouſe, the 1 imaginary difficulties, the 
diſtinction between the two dis is ſo loaded with, 
will never come upon our ſhoulders; the two roots 
carrying ſo nearly the ſame ſenſe, that in com- 
mon ſcehſe, they are without a metonymy, the very 
ſame. And we have this inſtance of M12 to juſtify 
us in giving Ale the fame ſenſe, tho' its roots be 


different. As well as in ſuppoſing that 159! and 


oy, and all the inſtances of that kind, come 
from different roots likewiſe ; which would make 
two of almoſt every anomalous root in the tongue, 
without altering their ſignification. But what do 
the Gentlemen mean when the y talk of two roots 

conſiſting of the ſame radical letters? The Ra- 
dix, according to the general ſenſe of Lexi- 
co graphers and the Grammarians, is the /efters = 
which. pe the ver ; from whence the other 


parts 
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parts of ſpeech are branched out. And the agent, 
and action performed are in Hebrew expreſſed by 
the ſame letters with the verb. So that two roots 
_ conſiſting of the ſame letters, is a contradiction in 
terms; and was invented only to avoid the force 
of conviction. It would have been impoſſible for 
the eye or ear to have diſtinguiſhed the difference 
betwixt two ſuch roots, without making two let- 
ters of 7, which the Gentlemen do by the way 
they affect to write it in Engliſb; writing the mo- 
bile 71 by a, the immobile by ab, for which there 
is no authority! in the Text. ; 
Dr. Sharp doth not adopt this inſtance of M3 
for two roots, but he imitates the reaſoning, and 
takes the hint from it, to make two roots of DD, 
and both ſignifying a maid-ſervant. Review P. 59. 
In the Vngular, which has no plural, it is the mu- 
table 7; and in the plural, which has no ſingular, 
it is the immutable 7: but ſtill the meaving of the 


word is the fame. 


The words (ſays the Doctor, meaning ede, 
which he makes two of) * ſeem uſed in both 
numbers indifferently to denote women-ſervants, 

or female-attendants in general. 
As he had faid. p. 55. _ 
« Tho' it may be a rare thing, it is not unprece- 
* dented in the Hebrew tongue, for a noun in the 
«© ſingular to be matched in the plural with another 
„ a form ſomething different, tho" in ſenſe the 
« ſame or nearly ſo.” 
His inſtances are, D fla, plural M2. And 255, 


whoſe re is feminine, and (org the Doctor = = 
the 


trap? 


the authority of the points,) maſculine both, It 
Dod whoſe plural does not rightly and gramma- 


tically correſpond with its form in the fi mgular, be 


in fenſe as nearly the ſame, as the words in the 
two inſtances above, what ſervice can the di/tinc- 


tion he builds ſo much upon, be to him? for 


, if it were originally two words, muſt al- 


ſo be originally of the ſame fignification by rule; 
all the other double rooted words, or whoſe ch. 


raeteriſticks in one deflection do not rightly agree 
oith their forms in another, carrying the ſame 


ſenſe, or ſo nearly the ſame, as to require the 


greateſt nicety of judgement to perceive a differ- 


ence, as well : as the moſt laboured realoning to 


point it out. 


The Doctor makes no doubt that Ame was 
originally two words in Hebrew, tho' nearly of 


the ſame ſignification, 


 * becauſe theſe very words, under this diſtinction 


are yet retained in the Syriac, Chaldee, and A- 
rabic——thus, for inſtance, Y Job xxxi. 
* 13. is in the Targum , which is evidently 
the Amab with the immutable N.“ p. Ys 


cc 


cc 


c 


But ed is plural here in the Targum, it retain- 
ing the 7 without a van, in the plural, as in He- 
brew z ſee Gen. X11, 16. and Deut. xi. 12. et al. 


But in the /; ngular, it doth not terminate in N. 


Next, 


The Arabic expreſſes the former by IR or e, 
Lf . facta fuit. Unde 1 Ancilla——op Fe” 
nitur ei IAN /ibera. ' p. 57. 


- NE ſhews that Ye in Arabic is a ſervant-maid; 
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but ſays nothing about its being two roots. The 
Doctor tells us indeed, that 

« 1t expreſſes the latter, by an r, in which 
be the N never varies. And it is from hence that 
ce the learned Schultens, ſays the Doctor, deduces 
d, /erve, ancills. 
This ſhould mean that Schultens deduces D, 
which is ſuppoſed to be the perfect root, from 


De with an immutable N, and ſaying, 


e his words cited out of his MS. Lex. are, 
gives us reaſon to expect ſome proof of his making 


and proving this diſtinction; inſtead of which that 


learned man only ſays, 
« Apud Arabes thema 28 cum iſto N mobili 
& ſervatur cum duplici uſu—primo, fadere ad. 
© dixit alter uſus eſt præcepit, inſunxit. Unde 
iterum poſſit ACCIP1 tanquam perſona cui yu 
om præcipitur. 


Here is not a word about HD; only that 
N28 with hat mutable I, has two ſenſes in Ara- 


bic, both proper to the ſervile condition; not 
that there are two roots in the Hebrew, the one 
carrying the one ; the other, the other ſenſe: but 


the direct contrary, that an imperfect Ame hath 


two ſenſes. What is this to the deducing of 
nog, which theſe words were cited for ? 
There is ſomething p. 59. which ſeems to aim, 2 
making of a proof : 5 
As the root Amab, according to Schultens ſig- 
“e nifies præcepit, as well as flere addixit— _ 


But Scoultens ſays nothing about Amav, only that 


Ama, 


( 131 ) 

PR which i is pool to be another word , fig- 
nifies ſo, 

* — The plural of a noun derived from i it, as ob- 

« taining the former ſenſe, will be of equal extent 

with the noun derived from Ama.“ 

Ih huis latter part of the paragraph 1 is too obſcure for 


me to ſay, with any certainty, what he means by 


it. And I can make no anſwer to it. But he 


concludes that from theſe lights, which are very 
clear and ſtrong, it ſeems, that the ſingular Ame 


is one root in one ſenſe; and the plural Ameut 
from the other root, in the other of the two ſenſes, 
which Schultens aſcribes to the Arabic Ame, with 
a moveable N; both words bearing a ſervile ſenſe; 
butone a more ſervile ſenſe than the other. p. 57, 58. 


And then gives up all that #b7s proof was brought for. 
| © If it be aſked whether Amaboth is found in 
* Scripture to ſignify at any time menial maid- 
© ſervants —as diſtinguiſhed from the other Ama 

bearing a more ſervile ſenſe ; I cannot tay there 
appears any ground for it. 

Nor does there appear any from Schultens for it. 


This MS. Lex. is not within my reach, and foI 
can only judge by what is cited from him; which 
proves the direct contrary, vig. that one Ame has 
two ſenſes; not that two Ames have one ſenſe. 


Such reaſoning and ſuch proofs are more convinc- 
ing to the Reader; that the argument from an 


immutable 7, (to prove that N78 has two differ- 
ent and oppoſite ſenſes, as cur/ing and worſhipping 


are) is not defenſible, than if our opponents had 


 totidem verbis acknowledged it. It is a demon- 


. 1 ſtration 


- was , . — 
N . y r 
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tration that it is not to be defended, ſince even 
Dr. Sharp is forced by it to talk fo much like his 


opponents, being dr:ven to theſe ſolutions; and e- 


very word he ſays, ſhewing how ſorely he is . 


for a reply of ſome fort or other. 


It you allow him that Ame 1s two roots in Sy- 


r1ac, Chaldee and Arabic: If you allow that 


Schultens deduces ameut, with 0 immutable e, 


by giving us the ſenſe of Ame, with a mutable 


onein Arabic: and that the Hebrew word has 


two roots, becauſe the Arabic has two ſenſes: 


And that the perfect root ſignifies a mental ſervant, 
| becauſe the imperfect one fignifies both Hired and 


commanded; and that it was once ſo in Hebrew, | 


becauſe it is fo now in Arabic; if you allow all 
this ſtring of ſuppoſitions, and obſervations not 


pertinent to the point, the inference deſtroys all 
that all this pains has been taken for: for Ale and 


Ale, tho? different roots, will by all theſe exam- 


ples be proved to be of the ſame meaning: the 


difference in the N only relating to the manner of 
deflecting the roots, not affecting the ſenſe of them | 


at all, As Cælum in the plural Cæli, come from 
the ſame thema, and ſignify the ſame, tho' the lat- 
ter is not the regular plural of the former. And 

thus after reaſoning and proving thro' ſeven or 


eight pages, the Doctor is obliged to give up the 


only thing in diſpute, and againſt which the im- 


moveable di, was with ſo much pomp produced, 
US, the meaning of Ale, which like other words, 


declines differently in different parts of ſpeech, 
and continues in gen le the ſame. And I queſtion 


whether I 
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whether this famous argument may not give riſe 
to a proverb, by and by, and argumentum ancil- 


lare become a common ſaying, for talking till a 


man forgets whereabouts he is, and at laſt proves 


againſt himſelf. But I am partly invading ano- 
ther's province, who needs not my affiſtance, and 


to him ] ſhall leave this inſtance of N, which 


in the reſpects it ſtands as parallel to x, has oc- 
caſioned the Doctor fo much trouble, and thrown 
him into ſo much perplexity. And I would re- 


commend it to the more ſerious confideration of 


the Gentlemen our opponents, that there is not an 
inſtance in the whole Hebrew tongue of any root, 


which has an immutable e, in one fignification ; . 


and a mutable one, in a quite different. Not one 


is pretended to be produced; were there a 721 
with a mutable 7 that ſignified Io, as the other 
does high; or if one Ame ſignified ſervant; and 


the other inſtead of more a ſervant, ſignified 
miſtreſs, they would be more proper inſtances to 
conteſt our ſenſe of Aleim upon. But ſurely the 


:appolition of a double N, of quite different ſigni- 
fications in @ /ingle inſtance, and that the caſe in 


diſpute, muſt pats for a meer arbitrary ſuppoſition 
Which could owe its birth to nothing, but the 


ſtubbornneſs of controverſy, and its deciſive au- 


thority to a ſanguine complexion, The diſpute 
might ſafely be Teſted here; but it will be more 


ſatisfactory to take the obje&tions 3 in the order as 
they lay. And I ſhall now begin and go on with 
the Review regularly, and where there ſeems oc- 

cCaſion, 
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caſion, remark upon what relates to the argument 
as detended by myſelf. - 
The Doctor ſtates the argument p. 30. 
The viſible preſervation of N in 24, (and a few 
* other roots, ) in all inflexions as a verb, and 
* along with the ſuffixes—contrary to the com- 
* mon rule of verbs, and nouns ending in N, of 
* which there is a great number, and in which 
the iT is as conſtantly obſerved to be changeable 
© into Other ſerviles, —“ 
but not always changed; and in ſome caſes is um- 
changeable. _ 
6 77 "— which it appears that the 7 in M—re- 
1 ** tains the properties of the unchangeable letters,” 

5 And is an exception to all the reſt, in its manner 
of forming ſeveral of its deflections. And it fol- 
lows by all this reaſoning that the 7 in N is not 
an wunchangeable one, becauſe it changes as a verb, 
andalong with the ſuffixes. Unleſs its not changing 

as a maſculine noun be a proof againſt all the reſt. 
And we muſt ſee by and bye, for it is not ſpoke to 
here, why d, muſt deflect regularly in all parts 
"8 = ſpeech becauſe 721 does; ſuppoſing it to do ſo, 
* And the next queſtion is, Why 12) may not be 
1 regular and irregular in ſeveral deflections as well 
1 as, almoſt, all the reſt of the verbs 1 in N, as before 
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f obſerved, in ſome. 

The Doctor firſt takes it for nad that the 
; in Ng is as much unchangeable as the unſervile 
j radicals themſelves, becauſe it is retained in all de- 


flsctions. And then argues p. 31. 


„ That 
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de That no word in which N is wanting, or in 
* which Ii is found changeable (I think he ſhould 
have ſaid changed) can be deemed a derivation 
from gg. And this, ſays he, is a fact deſerv- 
« ing attention, and is the ſpecial point to which 
my opponents ſhould have rephed directly.ä— ” 
And ſo they have; ſee for me, Script. Mean. p. 


16, 17. by ſhewing that other words in N, are re- 
gular and zrregular both in the ſame parts of 


tpeech ; tho' not in ſo many as this word is. 2, 
27 and $51, may belong to this root notwithſtand- 


ing this fact, as well as y and y, Gc. do to 
the ſame root. The fact I do for the preſent 


yield, but I want now, and I called for it before, 


_ ſomething to ſhew the connection betwixt is 
premiſſes and conſequences. Why the 7 in 724. 
is znchangeable, becauſe not changed, (which two 
words the Reader may obſerve are frequently ſlipt 

upon him, one for the other) or why every other 
that is not changed ſhould not be deemed un- 
changeable too? We have ſeen how cloſe this 
queſtion preſſed the Gentlemen, by their anſwers | 
to the inſtances of N and N28. And I have ano- 
ther to offer preſently ; if its vote may be allow'd_ 
good non obſtante hypothetica mne tatbeſs. 5 


ag forms ſeveral cf its deflections in a manner 
no other word in N, in the tongue does. But 
NW Ezek. xxxi. 5. I apprehend is a foreign 
termination, as the Prophet lived among thoſe 


who had different dialects from the Hebrew. We 


have another foreign word, ver. g. and another 


as 


( 136) 
as Lal and Martinius obſerve. There is another 
n. . 

„ ——[n the participle! it is 21 like I 5923.” 


And ſo it is cy from ng, Hoſe ii. 14. hy 


from cy Ezek. xvi 39. &c. Moy from oy 
Cant. i. 7. IR from MX. n from n. 


Mn from NN ſee Mar. de Cal. 
J ſay, ſays the Doctor, the manner in which 
< this verb is formed ſho uld be accounted for. 
5 . 


Uſus, quem penes arbitrium &c. is a ſufficient 


account why this is formed one "ways and others, 
another. 


«© ——Jnſtead of drawing conſequences from a 


© ſuppoſition of its being anomalous, *' 
This is premature; and he ſhould have ſtaid, till 
the inſtances which are ofter'd as proofs of its being 
anomalous, had been ſhewn to be no more than 


 Suppofutrons, Such language only ſhews that he 


has prejudged the cauſe. 
© The producing a few nouns that have not the 
a , makes nothing againſt the nature and pro- 
© perties of this verb. — 
Bot the queſtion is, what are the nature and pro- 
perties of this verb? Which are not ſettled by 
ſhewing that it retains its 7 in all deflections, be- 


_ cauſe it might drop or change it in all ikewiſe, as 


other words do, in ſome ; and ſome in one; and 


ſome in anortier: 


« In conſidering the nouns, we + MMA 
come regularly from this h,, 


And 0 do MMA and Mm from 199, with a 


mutable 


„ 


mutable N. And it muſt not be ſaid, that they 


are put per metatheſin for don and Y, tho? 


dictionaries may be cited for it, unleſs ſome rea- 


ſon, ſome proof be produced. The bare jay /6 
of a Kimchi, or even of a Buxtorf, will not quite 
over-rule the evidence of our ſenſes. They come 


regularly from dg. And fo ſays Marius de Cal. 


N72 a quo fit ; (and adds, without any ap- 


parent reaſon for it,) pro do per metatheſm. 


And the verb and noun have the ſame meaning, 


| 8 let who will examine the places they are uſed in, 
tho' ſomewhat differently tranſlated. The verb, 


corruptus, conſumptus, vetuſtate attritus. And 
the noun interitus, perditio, turbatio, and terro- 
res. Deut. xxix. 5. Your cloathsare not wax- 
* en old upon you, and thy ſhoe is not waxen.old 
D] (or worn out) upon thy foot.” Iſai. li. 


6. The earth 752 ſhall wax old, (wear out) as 
© a garment.” Ege. xxili. 43. Odd) 7555; 


where it is not changed, tho' feminine and 7 


regim. Pſal. Ixxiii. 19. They are conſumed with | 
« MN>2 Terrors, or aſtings; Tſai. xvii. 14. 
& Behold at evening tide, Nn trouble, (a blaſt or 
_ conſumption) ** before the morning be is not. The 


Context ſo evidently points out what kind of Frou 
ble is meant, that we can't help ſeeing that the 
noun here carries the ſenſe of the verb to wear out. 
e A ſudden conſumption ſent over night, and before 
« the morning he is not.” So Ezek. xxvi. 21. 1 


ill make thee Muds, and thou ſhalt be no more.” 


Sn has a different ſenſe; it ſignifies, (not terror, 
nor conſumption, or waſting and wearing wn 
tne. 


( 139 ) 
like the body of a man, a garment Cc. but) haſt- 
ning, being in a hurry. Mar. de Cal. Turbavit, 
terruit, acceleravit, fejtinare fecit. That fort of 
terror, if you will, which puts people in a hurry : 


or the hurry, Which ariſes from fear. Jud. xx. 


1 foftinavit o wir Benjamin. 2 Par. 
XXV1..'20. Ef 75 nare fecerunt eum. Prov. xx. 
21. He: editas feſtinans, PMMA haſten'd, af firſt. 
Eccl. vi. 3. Ee not haſty 7o go out of bis jght.” 

It is plain that to pajten or be in an bur ry, is the 
ſenſe of this word. And not improperly tranſlat- 


ed by terror in ſome places, becaule, a hi 18 often 
the effect of fear, tho! not always. Rut dog and 


n cvidently carry the ſenſe of Waſting away, 
wearing cut, and to the LXX and Fulgate tran- 


{late the noun in many places. And ſo the Con- 
text directs us to underſtand it. And then Death 


is called in Job, not the King of terrors, but of 
deſtruction, ell the various chings, by which we 
conſume and waſte away, being under his 


command. And this inſtance comes fully up 
to what has been demanded; a word, whoſe N is 
 mutable, or changed, as a verb; and prelerved 1 in 
the noun both ſo ingular and plural and that nine or 
ten times. 17 is, according to the 01191 and gentus 


of the language, as the Doctor peaks, we {ce that 
Ade ſhould form its noun re gularly, but fome 


other deftections irregularly. And the Doctor's 


argument, which he ſo ftrenuoully | maintains, 
that ED" which form like 7154 in the noun plu- 


ral mutt do ſo as a verb, or &c, fails him, and his 


inference, with it. vi. That Aleim muſt be de- 
rived 


( 139) 
rived from fome perfef? verb in which the N neve 


changes or is bft, as 3721 from M1. For ſup- 
poſing 723 to be ever ſo perfect a verb; the ma- 
jority is on our ſide. There being three for us; 


and two only againſt us, in the view the Doctor 
himſelf ſtates his own argument. We have Ade, 
M28 and 93, and the Gentlemen on the other 
ſide, N54 and 74. 


How far 33, Nag, and: 2pmay belong to the He 


root with Ng, Ithall leave to the Gentlemen who 
have propoſed them as derivations from it. But I 
am ata loſs for what the Doctor means by our 


« Not attempting to give a folulion of theie re- 
* orlar formations in MI, and I).“ 


1 have allowed him their vegular Grain; and 


have giv en a /+ lution ot his argument notwith- 


ſanding : ad ;hewn him that it was both againſt 


reaſon and 2 But what it is he would have 
us ſolve elſe ] can't tell. 
When at the fame time (ays he, p. 33.) 
e they pretend as 7 is 40 mutable in theſe roots, 
ce as in their 28 are. 185 


If by as nnitablo, ho means as hen changed in 


thoſe roots, or in as many deflections, I think he 


has no foundation for the aſſertion; not in any 
thing that I recollect to have ſaid. 


Alt is a point too difficult to be explained 
15 upon their principles. 


Our principles, is the zſage of the words by the 


Prophets of God, as they ſtand in the beſt, and 

molt authentic MSS. that were to be met with, 

and unadulterated by apoſtate, or Ma bometan mix- 
T 2 tures, 
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tures. And where we meet with any thing that 
can't be explained upon thele principles, we are 
contented with our ignorance, 

What turn will be taken to avoid this inſtance 
of N92 I cannot foreſee ; whether the metatheſis 
will be defended, or a double root will be made 

of it; but N21 is ſo much at heart, that the point 
Will not be yielded. The meer authority of the 
dictionaries is given up; and no reaſon has been 
aſſigned for the metatheſis. The ſenſe of the word 
doth not require it; there are no MSS. to authoriſe 
it as a various reading. No, not among Mr, Kenni- 
cotte's ſeventy correct and valuable copies, as one 
may conclude from his ſilence after the great care and 
pains he has taken to diſcover every minute vari- 
ation. And, upon the whole, it looks as if the Doc- 
tor, when he ventured to aſſert that this diſtinction 
would prove deciſive againſt Mr. Catcott, thought 
His evidence would prove much more than it does. 
The Doctor, p. 36, 37. eſpouſes a notion that 
the 77 1s conſtantly immutable at the beginning of 
Vi ords ; and blames my grammar, for 
oe kin no notice of the inſtances where dis ne- 
ver dropt, as in the beginning of roots, uni- 
* ver ſally. 
I thought J had reaſon for not giving ſuch notice, 
becauſe I could never obſerve any ſuch rule. Pn 
is a root according to the dicfionaries, and the N 
muſt be radical, by Gen. iii. 8. PNο and yet 
drops its N numberieſ times. NN drops its initial 
I; conf, Lam. ili. ver. 32. For if dym he 


_ * cauſe grief ; with ver. 33. © He doth not af 
„ flick 
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c flict willingly, nor Ay grieve the children of 


57 


men.“ The I in Van is evidently dropt be- 
fore the jod in Ny. That the N is radical fee Iſai. 


XXI, 4. XXVIii, 14. and lix. 11. as: well as 


uſed in the ſame ſenſe with dx; being applied to 


the growling of the Lion, and moaning of the 
Dove. Which in language, is grief and complain- 


ing. They put the ncrins moſtly under Ny, and 


the verbs under H. As mutter ing and complain 
ing, are often ſynonomous; ſo are muttering to 


one's ſelf and meditation. And it the Reader's cu- 


rioſity will lead him to take a concordance, and 
run over the Texts under theſe two words, he 


will ſoon ſee that the jame idea, as well as the 


common rules of grammar, will connect both 
under the one root of NN. This word is very 


properly applied to the buſing and /plutter which 


impure mixtures make in fuſion. Prov, xxv. 


92 MN. Droſs mixed with ſilver cauſes an 
ebullition, to uſe the chymical term; an in- 


ward ferment, or fretting... 

MT 1s divided into five or fix roots. It is con- 
ſtrued a multitude, tumult and confuſion. As a 
pronoun, them; which ſometimes drops its initial, 
and ſometimes its fal, NI; as it doth in other 
parts of ſpeech. 2271 is made one root, Marius 
de Cal. Tumultum fecit, turbavit. Exod. xiv. 
24. DT troubled the hoſt. This is from 71977. P/. 


lxvi. 4. The waters thereof Vw are troubled. This 
is from MN. And ſo is P/al. Ixxxiii. 3. 


Thine enemies won make a tumult. Hud. iv. 7. 
His chariots and his | N multitude, this is from 
15 
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jon. And ſo is 1 Sam. xiv. 19. and 2 2 Sam. Xviit. 
29. diſorder, tumult, confuſioh. I ſaw a great tu- 
mult, but I knew not what it as. Theſe are ap- 
parently the ſame root. And DMN vorago, abyſ- 
5, aqua multa, will paſs perhaps for a derivative 
from the ſame cafily. And fo poſſibly may By 
day; if we conſider what the fluid is, which is 
called day, in contradiſtinction to darkneſs which is 
flagnate. And dem waters, as well as ©! a ſea, 
may come from hence too, as y the noun for 
grief docs from the verb Man, with the formatrve 
Jed, tne N dropt. 
But Nen, which is made another root of till, 
will not be ſo readily given up, becauſe it is one 
of their perfect roots in NJ. Gen. xliii. 32. The 
* men My marvelled one at another.” Were 
in ſuch a maze, as people are when they are in 
confuſior, and don't know what to do or lay. 
Tſai xiii. 8. 7] hey ſhall be as nazed one at another. 
Look at one another in confuſion, And ſo amaze, 
diſorder, and put themſelves into a buſtle. mph 
word is in Hithpael, ſays Cocceius, Hab. 
Warn et ad invicem miramini. So take Ft. 
NN the ſign of the tenſe, and the plural ); and 
there remains only Ne, from , for the root. 
And we have here a mutable 7 preſerved in the 
third Perſon plural as in 123. So Iſai. xxix. . 
We-T277 put yourſelves into an uproar, and 
1.22 h boiſterous, tumultuous; WePpRUN (ano- 
ther word in Hithpael, and its radicals doubled 
and followed by its verb in Lal ſhont to one ano- 
ther 23 and cry out. P/al. x1v1ll, 6. is the only 
Place 
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place where there is any appearance of the H be- 
ing radical: and that is owing to the verſions. 
** The joy of the whole earth is mount Ziom— 
for lo, the Kings were aſſembled : they paſſed 
by together. They /2oZed, Non I 77 jo amazed 
them, they were troubled and haſtened away. 
© Fear took hold upon them there; and pain as 
*© of a woman in travail.” It is only uſed as a 
verb; in Hithpacl. In the ſecond Perſon plural: 
and here in the third Perſon feminine, it is uſed 
as a noun, but twice, (as ſuppoſed to come from 
this root, I mean). Zech. xii. 4. © I] will ſite 
every horſe PARIS with Fury, and its rider 
With madneſs. ” It is tranſlated by {por and 
aſtoniſhment : but it is fuch an aftont/bment as ariſes 
from confuſion and diſorder. So Deut. xxviii. 28. 
“ The Lord ſhall ſmite thee with madneſs and blind 
© neſs, and NNDN of heart.” I ſubmit it to the 
Reader whether this doth not mean that inward 
confuſion, diſorder and tumult which is ſpoke of 
Fer. iv. 19. D Man 12h. Cor meum tumultuans 
mibi. And xxxi. 20. My bowels Y are 
troubled,” Here ſeems 202d reaſon for thinking 
that the noun vp and the verb 19N, as well as 
the participle MN, are from the fame root, The 
ſenſe requires it. And the formation of nouns with 
a H, and the mutabilityof N, are well known. The 
derivatives, under the ſeveral heads, being all re- 
ducible to the ſame reot, both by the rules of 
forming the different parts of ſpeech in other 
words; as alſo by the one general jenſe that runs 
thro' them all, I hope I ſhall be excuſed in ofier- 
| I | ing 


** 


c 
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cc 
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ing don as another inſtance of a mutable N pre 
ſerved in almoſt as many deflections as that of 
Mis; and which changes or drops, cccaſio- 
nally, both its final and initial N. And is as glaring. 
an inſtance of the wrong diviſion of roots in the 
dictionaries as could be defired ; as well as ano- 
ther proof that the 2e N is not ſo univerſally 
preſerved as the Doctor ſeems to have thought. 

in ſeems to be another root whoſe initial 7 
is mutable, which the Reader may look for in- 

ſtances of under Fn: And if he have Marius de 
Cal. by him, any of theſe ſearches will be eaſily 
made. 

I produced a place or two where N22 ſeems to 
change its N. wiz. Lev. xiv. 9. and Ezek. i. 18. 
compared with chap. x. 12. 

„ think, ſays the Doctor p. 39. the proof c: can 
* ſcarce be plain to himſelf, becauſe he has laid it 
ſo obſcurely before his Readers. He ſeems to 
take N21 in Leviticus to be ſingular, and yet 

* ſuppoſes it the ſame with N21 ſuffixed in 

* Ezertiel, which he allows in his appeal to 

& Pagnin's verſion to be plural.“ 
whether I have allowed it or no, it is very evident 
I argue upon the contrary ſuppoſition. And it is 
Mr. Kalmar, who ſeems to have miſled the Doctor 
here. - 

« If then, ſays Mr. Kalmar p. 4 272 and 

n be plural, as Mr. * himſelf ac- 

& knowledges——** | 
which the Jearned Gentleman proves by ſaying, 
(juſt above) J could not but confeſs it. But gives 

2 no 


LA) 


= 


cc 


yet plural in ſenſe, as the high of the eyes would 
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noreaſon why I ought to confeſs it. And ſays at 


the bottom of the page, as the Doctor does, that 
he ſuſpe&ts I take them for a ſingular. The Doc- 


tor thinks that I confels they are plurals by giving 


Pagnin's tranſlation; but I did not refer to Pagnin 
for the number, but idea, of the word. The /wwo 
ſuppojed diſtinct roots, ſay I, are both conſirued to 


the jame ſenſe. Hey Dq Lev. xiv. 9. is con- 
ſtrued ſupercilium by one, and eminentia oculorum 


by another. But I did not mean that they tranſlate 


it by a /mgular nown, for I was not thinking about 

the number, but the meaning of the word, And 1 
am ſorry for the trouble this in all probability has 
given the Doctor in ſearching tor the znterpreter 
_ whouſed the word eminentia, the force of which 


he hath ingeniouſly avoided by ſuppoſing it the 
neuter plural, But I confeſs J had no ſuſpicion 
that N21 was ſuppoſed to be plural i in form, tho 

it might be in ſenſe. So little regard have I to the 


ſpecs and dots, thatI read the Text in the pointed 


copies Ska: ſeeing or thinking of them. But 
ſtill Marius, Leigh and others will juſtify the | 


conſtruction by a ſingular noun, fee under 34. 


 ——De Carne in qui {ſunt ſapercilia——yel car- 
nem illam, vel ipſa ſupercilia. Le1gh, ſuperci- 


lia, vel certe carnem prominentem in qua ſunt ſu- 


| percilia. And the obſcurity the Doctor complains 
of is owing to the miſt of pointing, thro' which 


he looked at my words, being prepoſſeſſed with | 
a notion that there was a van in Hag, which 
there is not. It may be ſingular in form, and 


be 
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be; meaning, as Tens and others explain it, the 
fleſh lifted up above the eyes, in which che hair 


grows, and which is conceived a8 part, and the 


higheſt part, of the eyes. 


© The Context likewiſe, ſays the Doctor, directs 
eto the plural number — 
in ſenſe, it might, but not in form. And if the 
word refer to the ſeſb of the eye-brows, it is ſin- 
gular in ſenſe too, as much as the word head, in 


the ſame verſe, tho there is a back part, and fore 
part to it. 


1 * Hence we ſee, ſays he, p. 40. that the reading 
is D292 —” | 


A contradicts himſelf in the next words, 


The dau, — being ſuppreſſed. 85 


The reading is the writing; and it is not writ ſo. 


But who Srppreſſed the dau? The Prophet or the 
Scribes fince? If the Prophet writ it as it ſtands, 


that is its reading. If others, he thinks ſuppreſſed 
1t fince, who were they and when did they do it? 
I hope the original Text 
and hopes, 


rupted, meerly becauſe we don't care to give up the 


„the record of our faith 
18 Hob to be ſuppoſed to have been cor- 


rabbinical grammar. Nor does Nh being joined 
to it ¶ Exel. i. 18.) prove it has, or ever F had a 
va in it, as the Doctor ſeems to think, for it has 
no va itſelf. Let us compare the Texts. 5 
Ezel. 1. 18. Y and their Kings, 9 
34) and there was height, tallneſs, 75 them ; 
ih dN, and terribleneſs to them. n 
The queſtion is, what this word refers to. The 


Doctor refers it to BiV2Q; Ito qq, meaning 


that 


% & — 1 Lo» 
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that their whole berght was full of eyes, from top 
to bottom, not the rings, backs, or curvatures 
of them only, if 27923 do refer to the wheels, 
Compare this with the parallel place ch. x. 12. 
* And all their fleſh, and Z7233-—and hands, 
and their wings, and _ wheels were full of 
* eyes..." 


Their fleſh, and height, i. e. their whole body a 


high as it was, as we ſhould ſay, was full of 


eyes. The Doctor ſuppoſes, in which he follows 
Mr. Kalmar, that ©2721 is the fame word as 
ng chap. i. 18. But it is plain that ma 
here refers to the creatures or the Cherubim; and 
not to the wheels, which are ſeparately mentioned 


afterwards. But there is another place where 
SVN21 occurs, vg. 1 Kings vii. 33. 


„Their axletrees, and DW9) their naves, and 


66 their felloes, and their ſpokes were all mol- 
4 
ten. 


How does this Serine the diſpute i in the Doc- 


tor's favour, ſince it only refers to the word which 


has the jod in it; and ſo not to 2724 which has 
not; and which i is the ſame as STD ; Ma, and 


conſequently as DNA, Their height? 
But the Doctor is poſitive that 
„ng 1 Kings vii. 33. is the word wrote 
. 

For which if you will not take his word, he gives 


you that of Rabbi Dav. (miſprinted for Rabbi Dev.) 


and then gives you ND PMA with two vas, 


as a quotation from FEzek. i. 18. where there is not 


one; and U as from chap. x. 12. with a 


5 Jod, 
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Pe which even his Few tells him is not 


there. 
« So that N DMA, fays he, in Ezek. i. 18. 
*« and ND e in Ezek. x. 12.— Re- 
VIEW, p. 40. 
Would not any one expect to find thoſe words in 
Ezekiel? The Jews point them as plural, but do 
not write them ſo. And this is carrying the pre- 


ſumption further than even the apoſtate race have 
| hitherto dared to do, and taking a moſt ſtrange 
liberty with the words of God. And proves that 
the Text will not ſerve the turn of the apoſtate 
Fewws, and thoſe who follow them, as it ſtands. 


They are forced to alter it to conform it to their 


rules; inſtead of bending their rules to the Text. 
Nor does the conſtruction anſwer, even upon this 


alteration; for there was more than the rings, or 
the circumference of the wheels full of eyes, even 
the whole body of the compound creatures to 
their height or top. And this is what both Texts 
fay, as they ſtand. 

& Thus far I have proceeded upon their conf.ruc- 
c tion.“ ſays the Doctor, p. 41. 
inſtead of Aying he had preceded thus far upon a an 


alteration of the Text. 


The dictionaries all conſtrue 90 by eminentia, 


eltituds ; ; excelſum, eminens altum ; quicquid pre- 


minenset eminens. See Marius de Cal. Leigh, Bux- 
zorf, and I ſhall leave it to the Reader's judgement 


without faying any thing about it how far they 


are in the right; and how far eminens and promi- 


deus, and altum and excelſum, and fo the two 


TOOts, 
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roots, may be deemed the ſame: my own opi- 
nion being that 51 and gg are not the ſame, as I 


declared before; tho' the Doctor will not let me 
have the honour of agreeing with him in it. 


However it muſt be confeſſed that the Doctor and 
I are going againſt the concurrent authority of the 


Lexicons, in giving the words different ſenſes ; 


which he has treated all along as crimen læſeæ ma- 


jeſtatis. And if the feſb above or elevated over 
theeyes be not a good deſcription of the eye-brows; 
or good enough to found an etymology upon, as 


p. 43. he may return it back to Marius, Leigh, 
and thoſe others I borrowed it from, It is good 


enough for me, and I am contented with it. That 
being called high, and comparatively higher, 
which 1s lifted above the level of its neighbours. 
As a high back, and a high forehead, &c. are fo 


called, not becauſe they are at a great diſtance 
from the reſt of the body, but becauſe the firſt has 

a part higher than the reſt ; and the other becauſe 
it is more elevated than uſual. But I beg the 
Doctor would not father his corruption of tage 


Text upon me, by calling it, 
ö 5 
I am ſatisfied with the Text as it ſtands. 


I have not expreſſed myſelf diſtinctly the Doc- 
ter thinks in Script,. Mean. p. 16. nor is he aware 


why I mention D. I hope he is now, and 


might it he had pleaſed before. The van in Wn 


and ſuch inſtance, may indeed, as he ſays, be part 


of the ſuffix, and I ſet them all aſide, 


But my next inſtance of J in regim. 
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is more to my purpoſe, tho' the N in /uch maſe 
culines in regim. were never changed or dropped, 
as the Doctor fays it is not. p. 45. And if it doth 
not prove that the N may be retained or dropped. 
at pleaſure, it proves that a utable N is retained 
in ſome deflections, and may in others; and 
why not in the plural, or with Suffixes, when 
you have the ſame authority for it as you have 
for its being retained in the ſingular Myyn2, vix. 
the evidence of your eyes? But the maſculine 
N is not always retained, as the Doctor ſeems to 
think. See Gen. v. 29. yd: and Deut. xv. 10. 
qe 555. So M3 keeps the maſculine N in re- 
gim. and drops it with a S, as in P3. And 
this inſtance of NwpH, and other ſuch maſculines 
in I ſometimes retaining, and at others dropping 
their d, ſhews that zZſage, and not an imaginary 
diſtinction ſhould direct us in tracing back the de- 
_ rivatives to their root. The moveable N is retained 
in the maſculine ſingular; and we ſee it in TOR 
the maſculine plural; and therefore have as much 
reaſon to conclude that ND is its root, as we have 
that wy is the root of MPH; the D being all 
that is ervile in one, and c in the other. 
At diſmiſſing this part of the diſpute the Doc- 
tor is ſo condeſcending, as to take a ſecond notice 
of my Hebrew Grammar; and correct it, for ſay- 
ing, that - Sno 


* is dropped entirely before the plural termi- 

* nation feminine, as ) a chariot z; MII 
chariots.” {ee Keview p, 
And is there a ſingle taſtance to be found Bs 
mne 


( I 57 * 
the ſervile dq is preſerved in the plural? Do we 
ever meet with MAIN, or any thing parallel? 
** But now, ſays the Doctor, we find the N is 


cc 
termination feminine— but that it ſtands its 
cc 


c NM ſeveral times,” 


But not the /ervile N preſerved in the plural in 
one ſingle inſtance. In the Doctor's inſtances 
the N is radical. Now if MAMA were ever to 


be met with, he might with more juſtice reproach, 


as he does, the Grammarian with letting ſome _ 
things eſcape his attention and notice, which ought 


not: but none of my rules and maxims are ſet 
afide, as he ſeems to think, by the radical 1 being 
Pre elerved | in the plural number. 


" e—lnſlances, ſays he, ſo oppoſite to all the 


rules concerning the ſervile N, as ſhould never 
eſcape the Grammarian's attention and notice.“ 
Nor ſhould the obvious meaning of a paſſage eſ- 


cc 


cape the Critick's attention and notice, however 


eagerly he may be bent to exerciſe his talent. The 


radical d being preſerved, is no proof that the 


ſervile N is ſo, whatever the Doctor's attention 
was fixed upon, when he brought it for proof. 
And if I have not deſcended to exceptions, and 
pointed out every nicety, either becauſe it would 


de tedious, or becauſe I was not clear in them, I 


hope to be excuſed for what I have done. I 
wrote for the learner, not the maſter; to enable 


him to begin; 3 not to Aniſh him in ſo important 


a ſtudy : 


not only ſometimes changed before the plural 


ground invariably in that poſition, for we have 
* MMI and Mun, and more particularly 


Ta 
a ſtudy: and if the Doctor or any body elſe will 


conde'cend to point out my errors and defects, 


and do it with good nature, I ſhall acknowledge 
the favour very readily, and think mylelf obliged 
to them; but if it be done with taunting and 
ſneering, I ſhall take the benefit of the informa- 
tion, tho' the manner will leſſen the obligation to 


the perſon from whom it comes. 


The Reader will now judge how far the Doctor's 
diſtinction, which he lays ſo great a ſtreſs upon, 
holds in itſelf; or in its conſequence againſt our 


_ etymology. He has taken great pains, and ex. 
erted his chief ſtrength in proving N24 a perfect 


root: but the conſequence remains yet to be 
proved; that Ale muſt defle& like it as a verb, 
becauſe it does as a noun, There might be a dit- 
ference betwixt ſome roots in N from others; but 


why does it follow that one word is two roots, 


becauſe another is a per ſect one? There is not an 


Inſtance in the tongue of a word ſignifying one 


thing with a mutable radical e; and quite ano- 


ther, with an immutable one. Their Alab and 
Amab, have no exiſtence in the Bible; nor in 


any author cceval by ſeveral hundreds of years, 
with Hebrew, while a living language, nor for 
aught that yer appears, in any author ſince. And 


Mr. Kalmar's n is a caſtle in the air; it has no 


exiſtence on the earth. And both the Gentlemen 


have been driven to the hard ſhift of hitting the 


roots, which the learned in the language have bi- 


_ therto held as indivi/ible. And ſo give up that au- 


thority on which they build ſo much themſelves; 
| --+-— and 


Ts La. | 
And take fo many opportunities to raiſe the Read- 
er's indignation againſt us, becauſe we do not 
ſubmit to it blindly and implicitly. At the ſame 
time that the Doctor objects to us the authority of 
the Learned in diſtinguiſhing roots which we conſi- 
der as deducible under the fame head; he himſelf 
confounds into wo, what they have always con- 
ſider'd as one. p. 63. : : 


So the d in Amaboth, ſays he, is a proof that 


% beſides the N whole Nis mutable —?? K 
meaning changed, in the ſingular number, 


tere is another MN diſtinguiſhed from it by 


an unchangeable Rm" 
it, for there is none now; %%% 0b 
c tho? the roots of neither of theſe nouns are 
found in Scripture,” _ „ 
And here is a contradiction in terms, as well as to 
all the Learned in general, Fα]óã· diſterent roots con- 
fiſting of the fame radical leiters; and this fo 
ſmoothly expreſſed, as to appear a plain truth, to 
the deception of the Reader, and even of the Gen- 


He ſhould have ſaid, here was, if he could prove 


tlemen themſelves. And here it mav not be im- 


proper to aſk, how they knew that N and Ny, 
where they occur unchanged, do not belong to 
what they call the perfect roots? There is no mark 
2 the d in thoſe places; and if the N be 
changed in other places, all they can argue from 


thence is, that the words in thoſe other places, 


(fach as Me, JAN, and DR, Je Sc. 
are from the other of the two roots; if it be not 
talking without a meaning to call that 7zz0, whoſe 
No eg beg ns X letters 
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letters are the ſame. Mx and N28 occur fre- 


quently; the firſt inter al. Gen. xxvi. 28. Let 
© there be now d betwixt us.“ And the lat- 
ter, Gen. xxi. 13. © the fon of ND; by 
what criterion ſhall we determine that the one is 
not the ſuppoſed loſt root of H ; and the 
other of M1728? What difference is there be- 
twixt IDK and NIX, or TR and IR, ſo as to 
diſtinguiſh one from the other? Not to aſk here 


what ſhould induce the firſt former or formers of 


the language to make two roots exactly the ſame, 
and then caſt aſide one of them without ever 


uſing it? But how do we know. becauſe the Gen- 


tlemen have not told us, having all along taken it 
for granted, that the roots of Aleim, and of Ameut, 


do not occur, when the letters of theſe roots do? 


Had the Prophets defigned to have given us thoſe 
Imaginary roots, they could have wrote them no 


otherwiſe than the real ones are in theſe places. 


The Reader will give this conſideration its due 


weight ; and will remember that the meaning of 


Idee, in both its one roots, is the fame, ex conjeſſo, 


38S it is in all the other irregularh defletted roots. 
When the Gentlemen called fo often for ano- 
ther inſtance of a mutable N retained in the plural 


number, and de, is pointed out to them, then 


to anſwer upon a meer conjecture, that it was once 
two roots, 1s ſuch a manifeſt ation. as deſerves no 


more words to be uſed about it. Ang the ſelf- con- 
tradictory ſuppoſition ouly ſhews a reſolution that 
comes up to a 72577 e elſ perſuaſeris. 


D 


VVT 
o Review, Sect. vii. p. 173. 
I propoſed to ſet what relates to grammar to- 
gether; and there remains now only this Section 
to be conſider'd, in which the Doctor conteſts 


with us ſome rules of Grammar that never were 


conteſted before; and this under the authority of 


the points, the authors of which not conſidering 
the genius of the language have ſet their ſpecs 


and dots to ſuch words as they ſuppoſed defective 


for want of thoſe /ervile letters, by which the 
diſtinction in the parts of ſpeech is kept up, where 


the Context doth not direct you without them. 


Pluralis maſculin. adjicit ſuo ſingulari & fays 
Bythner, R. 3 I. and ſo ſay all the Grammars without 
exception. Hæc ſunt omnia participia MP9 præter 


* participium præteritum al. (vulgo Pahul a for- 
c mah) notat paſſionem adhuc durantem.” R. 52 


The participles, as in other languages, are us d as nouns. = 
_ © Participia non modo actum, fed et habitum no- 
© tant, ut WW cuſtodiens—et cuſtos. R. 42. 


The participle paſives, tho' it is not mentioned by 


Bythner, are alſo uſed as nowns; and carry their pa 
ion, tho' not tenſe with them, as e; 7ncolumitas, 
res ſalvæ, pax in qua eft oxoxanaue. Vid. Cocc. 8 


N29 is both weight, and that which is weighty. 


Py is oppreſſed; and oppreſſion. And fo in many 
other words. As many latin nouns are formed from 


the participle paſſive; as oppreſſio from oppreſſus, 


pacificatio from pacificatus, &c. Now to proceed. 
The Doctor after ſpending a page or two to 
prove, that his opponents, 


all take for granted, that Ix and MX are diſ- 
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( 156) 
" in words both in ſound, and fenifcation, ” 


makes an aſſertion, that, 


© it is a known rule, as any in reading Hebrew, 


ce that vau is often to be ſounded, where it is "eu 


«© preſſed in writing. p. 175. 
But he doth not tell us who made this rule; or 


where its vouchers are; nor obſerve that 755 is 


the very thing in di eue. But he ſays, 


n Gen. vi. g. is the ſame word with non 
'$6 (708, XXKG1-9. 


No. The firſt is / gular, ad the ſecond Nara! 
And the vau in the firſt, like the jod it ſtands for, 
may be dropped or retained; or like other words; 
with it, it is a participral noun; without it a meer 
noun, A word is the letters that compoſe it, and 


| where the letters differ, the word muſt. The 


ſenſe of different words, or the meaning of a wri- 


ter in ſentences differently worded, may be the 
fame; but to ſay his words are the fame when 
the eye ſees the contrary, is an unguarded expreſ- 
ſion, and if the Doctor had not had a deſign in it, 


might have paſſed for a leſs cautious, tho falſe af. 


ſertion. The genius of every language differs; 
and ſome letters in certain /ituations may be uſed 


or omitted without affecting the ſenſe, or violat- 
ing the rules of Grammar; and which another 


language may not give you an opportunity of 
conforming to in a tranſlation, And nouns of 


number, which are fimgular in form, but plural 


in ſenſe, are common to all languages. There 


are many ſuch in Hebrew. Gen. i. affords in- 
ſtances enough. Take ver. 24 and 28, only. 
Let 


8 RR OREN. Th Bw, oa” ſu 


1 


15 BE Tr 
Let the earth bring forth dym -n and 


4 


air, &c. Several of theſe words are plural. 


£/al. viii. 8. and others in other places: Thou 


madeſi him to have dominion over ——ſheep and ox- 


en, yea and Mig the beaſts of the field and 


dn the fiſhes of the ſea, &c. So Wh) is uſed 


ſingular and plural, and fngular in a plural ſenſe, 


as above. Ezeh. xviii. 4. Behold N93 99 all ſouls 


are mine. MMT Wan the ſoul that ſinneth 
that ſhall die. Will any One ſay that v 55 and 
un 55 are the ſame words; or that nam 
and M29MM, or NT and i, with numberleſs 


others of the ſame ſort, are the ſame words, tho 


the ſenſe comes to the ſame, whether you uſe. 
them in the /ngular or plural? So neither are 
MI>1n and Mn the ſame words, tho' the ſenſe 


comes to the ſame in both. Generation, or Ge- 


nerations, comes to the ſame, and preſerves the 
diſtinction between them with regard to the laſt 
vau; but our language will not expreſs the fr/?. 


The Doctor goes on. 


„pd Exod. ii. 14. is the fame with „ Jai. 


2 hn Iii. 2. . | 


The fame in ſenſe, as participles occaſionally are 
in all languages. As Amans and Amator, &c. but 


this doth not confound the diſtinction betwixt the 
participle and noun. —— 
© IP, ſays he, frequently ſtands for Y and 
pn for rn. So n and Mn for 7111 and 
* 434. Are they there fore not the ſame . : 
N 8 


d, and PISA UWN—hbave dominion over h 
the fiſh of the ſea, and over dy the fowl of the 


F 
No, by no means. e 
_«& —of the ſame ſignification ? *” BOD 
Yes, with the help of the Context. to2w Exod. 
vi. 6. is the /ame word, as topr Deut. xvi. 18. 
but here, not of the /ame fgnification. What is 
it directs you to make the difference but the Con- 
text? So again, D ο and RIOADN are of the 
ſame ſignification in many places, are they the 
ſame words therefore, or in the ſame part of 
ſpeech? 9557 is generally uſed in a plural ſenſe, 
is it therefore the ſame word, with its plural 
1250? See Fer, xvii. 25. &c. and Jſai. xix. 4. 


MP O' ne, 18 mYp the ſame word as wp? y 2 


yet it muſt be conſtrued as if it were; as much 
as IP, pM &c. muſt in ſome places like their 
paſſives. I have obſerved before that the Context 
| does often ſupply the place of the grammatical 
guns, both in the verbs and nouns, but where the 
Context does not, the word paſſes for that part of 
ſpeech it is of without the /n; thus de muſt. 
in the Text above be conſtrued as plural; but 
take it from the Context and it will be deemed a 
fingular by every body. And ſo will Wi and 
m, Gen. xxvii. 29. tho' they are there plural in 
ſenſe. Let the Gentlemen therefore when they 
propoſe pM, as the fame word, and of the ſame 
ſignification with PN, produce a place, where 
the Context doth not ſupply the want of the gn: 
or any one author good, bad or indifferent that 
would call pm, IP or Sc. by themſelves, par- 
ticiples paſſive. Or let them produce ſome paſſage 
- where the Context directs you to underſtand 9X 
FO : as 


—— bh. 


( 159) 


Aàs a participle paſſive, and if c ο can be prov- 
ed a ſingular or a paſſive, by the Context; and 
without confounding all he known and allowed 


rules of Grammar, let them produce their evi- 


dence and point out the places that juſtify ſuch 


conſtruction. But the inſtances hitherto brought 
are all beſide the queſtion. 


The Doctor produces another inſtance in e. 
* Is MM en a different title, ſays he p. 176. 


from MM MINN; hath the former an allive 
ſenſe, and the latter a paſſive?” 


And he takes it for granted here that the vai is in 
the third order, and that the & is radical. But de 
occurs only as a noun, and the & may be ſervile, 
and formative (as in MR from Nt indigena. 
Db pepo, from its clinging from n to truſt in, 
or rely upon. & the finger from 5g to point, 


or dip.) And it is ſometimes writ with a va, and 
ſometimes without, which makes no other diff. 
rence in ſenſe than there is betwixt amans and 


amator. Or than betwixt Nm and n, be- 
fore mentioned. Nor {7 bids very fair for its 


etymology. The word ſignifies to order or dif- 


poſe, to ſet things right, as a judge and maſter 
of a family do. See the dictionaries. But what- 
ever be its etymology, the ideal meaning muſt be 
ſettled, before you can determine the propriety or 
impropriety of inſerting or omitting the va; 


and its root be found out before you can tell in 


What order the vau ſtands, and 10 whether it be : 


active or paſſive. 
The Doctor next aſks the queſtion, as if aſle- 


ing 3 


( 160 ) 
ing the queſtion was proving the point; I NOR, 4 f 
Aline word from WR, neither to be pronounced 1 
alike, nor underſtood in the fame ſenſe ? It is this 
| Gentleman's bufineſs to prove they ought to be 
pronounced alike, and underſtood in the ſame 
fenſe, not to beg the queſtion, by aſking it. If 
I were to turn the queſtion, and aſk him, why | 
MIR ſhould not be pronounced like d&, and be 
fuppoſed to be the ſame word with it, what other 
_ anſwer could he make, but that there is a dau in 
the one, which there is not in the other? 
& wrote, Deut. xxxii. 7, is wrote, Jays be, = 
5 5 K the 15th verſe MR.” f 
He might as well have concluded the contrary, 
(the authority of the points being waved for the 
_ preſent) that TIX in one, is wrote dd in the other 
verſe: And therefore he means or ſhould mean 
that one word occurs in one verſe, and the other 
in the other. But ſeems to think their ſtanding 
within eight verſes of one another i is ſome ſort of 
proof that they are the fame word. But if the 
points are ſet aſide, is there not one letter more in 
one word than in the other; and that in a ſitua- 
tion where the difference betwixt active and paſ- 
foe depends upon it? And why not pronounce 
that letter in the word which has it, and omit it 
in the word which has it not. JN I would pro- 
nounce adn; and N adun. And then inquire, 
according to tae 118 of the language, what In 
| the vau is here, and what difference it makes in 1 
| ſenſe? And fo of Ale and Alu. 1 
FN How the van comes to be omitted in writ- 
1 5 ing, 


* » 
0 —_—. tf _ hob 


IT ( 161) 
f ** ting, I cannot ſay with any certainty; 
| „F 8 
nor will be informed how it comes to be put in; 
which is a worſe caſe a great deal. It is very eaſy 
to ſee why thoſe execrable wretches who hatched 
the accurſed thing of pointing have put the ec 
to Aleim to make it a paſſive. . They have re- 
nounced the Trinity and a ſuffering Meſſiab, and 
have been ever ſince buſy in forging evaſions of 
the evidence of thoſe important doctrines in the 
old Teſtament. Alue, (as applied to One only of 
the Perſons of Jehovah) aſſerts the Incarnation and 
Sufferings of that great Perſon. And Aleim, the 
co-equailty of all the Three: it is eaſy now to ſe 
the ſource of the oppoſition Mr. Hutchinſon has 
met with on this head. eus, Arians, and So- 
cinians, deny a Trinity, the Divinity of Chriſt, 
and his Sati faction, with the Sanctification and 
Aſliſtance of the Holy Ghoſt. The reputed Or- 
thodox have got notions into their heads about 
the Divinity of Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt, 
which deſtroy that co. equality and co-eternity 
which our Creeds aſſert, and without which the 
 Effence could not be one and undivided. The 
Covenant of Grace they make a pad between 
the Father and the Son only. And that no pact, 1 
but only the will of the Father to give the Son. |} 
And the Holy Spirit is not mentioned at all as a i 
party in making the Covenant, but is paſſed over 
in ſilence, or treated as a ſubordinate perſon. But 
to return. ES 
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( 162 ) 
The Doctor doth not know how the va came 
to be omitted, but yet; 
© it is very obvious to conceive, he ſays, that 
© it was after the vowel points began to be uſed.” - 
Such an aſſertion has more miſchief and poiſon in 
it, than the invention of the points themſelves. 
They leave the letters as they ſtand ; this corrupts 
the Text, and putsit out of the power of man e- 
ver to recover it. Before an aſſertion that reflects 
ſo much diſhonour on the Providence of God, and 
his facred Word, had been advanced, forme evi- 
dence and proof equal to the importance of the 
caſe, ſhould have been produced. The time 
when, the place where, and the particular per- 
ſons who did it ſhould be ſhewn. According to 
Bp. Walton and Dean Prideaux none of the co- 
pies were poznted till about the year of Chriſt 
1030; and then a quarrel betwixt the Jews of 
Paleſtine and thoſe of Babylon prevented their e- 
ver acting in concert, ſo as to agree upon what al- 
teration and omiſſions they ſhould make. Two 
ſtandard copies were then prepared, which were 
followed, one by one party, and the other by the 
other; about which they diſagreed, fays the 
Biſhop, © Non de dictionibus integris vel literis; 
$* [ed ae punct ie, vocalibus, et accentibus.” But 
ſuppoſing they omitted the va in writing Ale a 
few times, how came they to leave it in Alue for- 
ty times? And if they left it forty times out of 
fifty in the word in the /ngular, how came 
they not to leave it once in the plural, which oc- 
curs ſo many hundreds of times? But the n 


ion 


„ S 
fion by Tranſcribers is all imagination, eſpouſed by 
the Doctor, only becauſe it favours his argument, 
the credit of which, ſuch bold aſſertions ſhew him 
more ſollicitous for, than for the Text itſelf. And 
here the good man looks back with great regret 
after the points, which at ſetting out he diſcarded, 
tho' with ſome reluctance, from the diſpute; and 
y agreed to argue upon the words as they now 
ſtand. e 


If any confuſion, in the language, has aroſe, 


ſays he, © from dropping the textual vowels —"" 


| prove them dropt firſt, before you build upon the 
Arten %% Js 


Alt is owing chiefly, as I conceive, to the notion 
c | | 


ce 


K hath the van or jod inſerted, and the other not, 


cannot be of the ſame pronunciation or ſigni- 
„ „„ 


86 


We ſay no more here than the Grammars, and at 


before us in general have ſaid, that the va in the 
third order is paſſive, and which may be ſupport- 


ed by above twice five hundred inftances; how-w- 


ever we have the Learned on our fide here, and 


upon the credit of this rule, offer Alue as a paſſive, 
and in a different part of ſpzech from Aleim, 
which has no van in it; and the Doctor is drivento 


that wretched ſhift of ſappoſing the vau to be dropt 


out, tho' when, where, and how no mortal can tell. 
But this very /uppog/itzon, as well as the points, are 
ſufficient proof that we are in the right in making 


ſuch difference. They fully, tho tacitih, confeſs, 


1 2 hat 


which is taken up by ſome, who abſolutely te- 
ject the points, that two words, one of Which 


( 264 ) 
that the vau makes a difference, becauſe they are 


forced to put a van into Aleim, (the Doctor by a. 


ſuppoſition, the Fews by a point) to make it the 
plural of Alue ; as they do alſo 1 into Ale, to make 
it the ſame word with it. 


The Doctor next begs the queſtion again, that 
the pointing and pronouncing Ale, as if it were 


Alue, 


85 has occaſioned no confuſion in theſe words, as 
% Mr. Hutchinſon pretends, becauſe they are the 


« {ame words, when ſo pointed or ſo pronounced, 
« that this would be, it the textual vau was inſert- 


© ed p. 177. 

3 5 But not the ſame, when not ſo painted, or fo pro- 
nounced, as is fully confeſſed here. When / 

pointed, if you allow the authority of the points, 


they muſt conſtrue the ſame; when / pronounced, 


they will nd the ſame to the ear; but that they 
are not the ſame in themſelves, is acknowledged, 
by ſaying, they are the ſame when fo pointed, and 
ſo pronounced. And faying, that *© this hath 
* bred no confuſion, becauſe they are the ſame 
e when pointed, as if they had the vau, is 
giving that very confufion for a proof that it has 


bred none. This confounds two words into one ; 


and makes thoſe words to be of the ſame part of 


ſpeech, which without it, confeſſedly, may not 


be ſo. Is not this breeding confujion, and 1 
under the influence of it? | 


* But Mr. C. has aſſuredly occaſioned a great deal 


55 


of confuſion —— 


0 
A 


{ 16g ) 


I am glad of it; as it is like to fall upon Jewſh 


Apoſtacy and Mabometaniſin 
„ By reading d Elab, without any authority, 
* and thereupon diſtinguiſhing it from My.” 


So the writings of the Prophets are no authori- 
ty. The Prophets have left it written ſo; aud in- 


fallibly diſtinguiſhed it from a word with ano— 

ther letter in it. And a letter in ſuch a ſituation, 
as the diſtinction of a#7ve from paſſive deperds 
upon: and yet Mr. C. breeds confuſion by follow- 


ing them, and has no authority for it. Strange 
language this from a Chriſtian and Doctor of Di- 


' vinity! And though I ought and do ſuſpect my 
own judgement, when ſet againſt Dr. Sharp's, 


yet as a Proteſtant I muſt fee with my own eyes; 


and as a Chriſtian, am bound to bear my teſti- 
mony, inſignificant and worthleſs as it is, againſt 


G poſitions, come from whom they will, 


when I have an opportunity to do it. 
© The Reader may try, if he pleaſes, ſays the 


Doctor, the effect of this diſtinction, on Dar. 
% xi. 37. and thinks Mr, Hutchinſon plainly fore- 


c“ ſaw the difficulties ariſing from this paſſage.” 


Let him try it there or elſewhere, if he pleaſes. 
But what are the difficulties that attend it ? Here 
are four words uſed for the Gods or Images of 


the Heathens, vis. Al, Aleim, Ale, and Alue. 


The firſt Mr. Hutchinſon thought expreſt Tra- 


diation, an attribute of the light. The ſecond 
Fora a name of God from 15 Covenant of 
Grace; and the third, in the ſingular, for one 
of thoſe Covenanters ; and the laſt, from the 


Curſe 
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306 
Curſe which Jehovah had engaged to bear in and 


for man. The Heathens gave the ſame names to 


their Gods, and the Idols of them, that Belicvers 


did to Jehovah, and the Repreſentatives of the 
| Perſons in Jehovah. And uſed, tho difterently 
modified, the ſame emblematic creatures, and 7n- 


nia, and their ſacred imagery. They had 


the ſame ſyſtem of rites and ceremonies, 


which deſcended to them from their common 
anceſtor Noah, tho' it gradually degenerated, till 


it became at laſt an utter abomination for its ma- 
nifold impurities, cruelties, and other diabolical 
abuſes. This prediction of Daniels reaches al- 
moſt as low down as to the coming of Chriſt, 
when the religion and languages of all thoſe 
countries were become quite different things; by 
carrying the people into captivity, and deftroying 
their ſacred images. The Aſyrian empire was 


overturned by the Chaldean, and the Chaldean by 
the Perſian, and that by the Grecian; and Ua 
ring theſe commotions the Hebrews and their 


tongue were ſpread through all countries, tho the 
diſperſion loſt them the common uſe of heir lan- 
guage, and they did, as no doubt other nations did, 
learn the language of thoſe who cartied them 
away captive; or at leaſt corrupted their own 


with a mixture of it. But as Alue was the com- 
mon name among the Fews of a perſon they ac- 
knowledged for God, and who was repreſented 
in the Cherubim by the head of a Man joined to 


that of a Lion; by the Scape-Goat, the Paſlcver, 
Burnt- Sacrifices, Sc. what wonder if the He 


thens 


d 4 
ö 1 


( 167 ) 


thens had this name alſo, as well as all the reſt ? 


Tho” it may be dubious what they meant by a 


word fo low down as this, when the antient lan- 


guages were ſo much changed. But ſuppoſing 
the word to be Hebrew, and to be uſed by the 


Prophet as a name of a God, how does this affect 


its etymology? Ver. 37. Neither ſhall he re- 


* gard the Aleim of his fathers; nor the deſire of 


* women,” {whether this means the great Firſt- 


born, who was the deſire of all nations, and more 


particularly of the mothers who bore him 77 ſuc- 


ceſſion ; the ſtrength of which deſire appeared in 
_ Eve's joy on the birth of Cain; in the ſtruggle 
betwixt Leah and Rachel, &c. &c. may be con- 
ſider'd) © nor regard any Alue, —=thus ſhall he 
d in the moſt ſtrong holds with a ftrange Alue 


« <vhom he ſhall acknowlede, and increaſe with 


3 


„ glory,” This was ſome Image, we ſee, that 
he was to ſet up in glory; a frange one; with ſuch 
inſignia, and in ſuch a form as was unknown be- 
fore, ſomething like that perhaps which we call 

a Satyr; half man, Half beaſt; or a mixture of 


that which the beaff, whether Lion or Ram re- 


_ preſented, 4/2. God, and man; fo the Incarna- 
tion and Suffering of God in man. Such an Image 
might properly be called Alue, in our ſenſe, the 


Perſon, the Execration. What notions this King 
might have of an atonement, or ſatisfaction to be 


made to divine Juſtice, we are not told. The 


Heathens all had confuſed notions about it; and 
offered their own children to appeaſe the Wrath 
of their Gods. And their Prieſts cut themſelves, 

and 


6168) 


and ſhed their blood upon the Altars, as 
1 Kings xvii. 28. with fome motions, and gef- 


tures that ſeem to aim at repreſenting their deſire 


of having Juftice or Vengeance /amed; for 


they ' upon the Altar ver. 26. which no 
doubt they had ſome meaning in. Be that as it 


will they all had ſome notions of the Atoner for 


Sin. And calling an Image Alue, he, the Exe- 


eration, was aſcribing the power of atoning, to 
him, or it, the Image repreſented, Their notions 
muſt differ from thoſe of the Fews on this head; 
| becauſe the Fews expected Jehovah in fleſh ; but 
the Heathens were without God in the world wor- 
ſhiping the elements. | 
Whether J have ſtated the difficulty ſuppoſed : 
to be in this paſſage of Daniel right, according 
to the Doctor's conception of it, I can't tell, be- 
_ cauſe he hath not told us what he conceived it to : 
be. Or whether the difficulty be in the promiſ- 
cuons uſage of Ale and Alue, as if they were com- 
mon and the /ame names, for this ſtrange God; 
——if this be the difficulty, I reply that A and 
Aeim are uſed in the fame promiſcuous manner. 
And I ſuppoſe they are not the ſame words drffe- 
rently written; only the one more fully than the 
other, God is called in Scripture, in the fame 


paſſages, Jehovah, Adoni, Aleim and Al. Are 


theſe all the ſame names, and of the ſame ſignif- 


cation, for that reaſon? 


Mr. Hutchinſin was of opinion that the word 


is uſed as Chaldee in this paſſage of Daniel; to 


which Dr. Sharp replies that 


oh the 


nm BORE 2H, IO CERN 


EO ( 169 ) 
de the whole chapter is pure Hebrew, and has not 
one Aſſyrian idiom in it.“ Note, p. 179. 
What then is Nn ver. 12. and xn ver. 44.? 
They are not Hebrew. And Daniel uſes Alue as 
the name of a God that was not to be ſet up till 
the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes, and fo it might 
be a Chaldee or Aſſyrian word ; what God Anti- 
ochus worſhipped, or what he called him, we are 
not told any where elſe. It was an Aſſyrian that 
uſed the word to Hezekiah, 2 Chron, xxxii. 1 5. 
in a ſpeech in Hebrew; and as one of the names 
the Hebrews called Jehovah, the King of 1/rael 
by, was Aue, it was as properly uſed by him on 
this occaſion, as Albim or Al, and implies that 
the neighbouring coantries had one whom they 
worſhipped as God under this title, Which might 
very well be; they having all formerly had the 
fame God and hopes in Chriſt, which the Fews 
then had, and fo might retain this among the other 
names; tho' they had loſt the Faith in Chriſt, 
Next the Doctor would make c D, the plu- 
ral of Ne, and fo to have a paſſive ſignification. 
Why may not OY be the plural of one 
« az well as the other? p. 179. 5 
He ſhould rather have told us why it may, than 
have aſked why it may not, There is not one rule 
of Grammar, he can cite for it. The two words 
may be different parts of ſpeech, and differ as 
much as Execrator and Execratus. The aſking 
whether DI is not the plural of 0% is only 
repeating the queſtion, without bringing any 


proof: for they differ juſt as the other two do. 
2 And 


(½% 

And have their regular tine angular and plural; 
tho' by the Context they may ſometimes con- 
true the ſame ; but doth Aleim ever once ſtand 
in ſuch a ſituation that you muſt conſtrue it as a 
paſſe? And we have now ſhewn that Jehovah 
has in Mercy and Condeſcenſion to us performed 
an act, which denominates them the Agents, and 
ſo puts the voice out of queſtion. 

The Doctor goes on with his endeavours to 
confound the diflinction betwixt ae and paſ- 
froe; and fmgular and plural ; and might by the 
ſame way of reaſoning confound that too between 
all the other parts of ſpeech, as 1 could caſily 

ſhew. 
. The plural of 217 nas is mann, ” ſays he. 
No, its plural is TM Pal. xxxiii. 7. Sc. 
but then he rejoins, 
“May it be ſuppoſed that Hi, Exod. XV, 55 8, ; 

c. is not the plural of m? 

No more than do, W33 &c. are plural, Gen. 
i. 24. or than beaſt, creature, &c. are the ſame 

word as beaſts and creatures, in other places, be- 
cauſe they mean the fame. It being the ſame 

thing to ſay, God created the living creature, and 
the beaſt of the earth, as that he created the lroing 

creatures and the beaſts. So water, and waters, 
| ſpeaking of a quantity together, mean the fame 
thing; and Pod in the Texts above, as a noun 
of number, may have a plural or fingular verb 
with it. Whether the Doctor be in earneſt here, 
and really giving us his own opinion, or only 275 
ing ew fer ſuch ſuppoſitions would weigh againſt us, 
O 


©2901 ] 
or ſhewing that he can mortify us with puzzling 
objections, that we may not be too ſure we are in 
the right, I cannot tell; but one would think he 
muſt know better. Suppoſe he could really prove, 
or which is much the ſame thing for the preſent, 
could make it appear, as if the Prophets did not 
write by any grammar rules, and that the an- 
pointed Hebrew 1s not intelligible; does he think 
he could ſupport the antiquity, authority and tra- 
dition of the points, ſo as to fatisfy mankind, 


and ſet them down contented with that wretched = 


ſuccedaneum? Or is it the fame thing to have 
the Records of our Faith in a language, whoſe 
rules, like thoſe of all other languages ſince, are in 
itſelf; as in a writing whoſe conſtruction muſt 
depend upon dots and blots, and a parcel of /pecs, 
which the enemies of that Faith, which theſe 
books contain the evidence of, have ſet to the let- 
ters? If the words have Grammar in them, we 
may be as ſure of what the Prophets meant, as 
we are what the evangelical Writers meant. It 
we are forced to go to the apoſtate Jews to con- 
ſtrue the Hebrew Bible for us, we had better have 
been without it. The Reader ſees here what mi- 
nute difficulties the rejection of the points would 
involve us in. Dr. Sharp, whether really in earneſt 
or no, has urged, we may depend upon it, all that 
can be urged. And what does it amount to? 
Why words in ſome ſituations conſtrue the ſame 
without the var, as they do with it in others. 
A ſingular word comes to the fame in ſenſe, ſome- 
times, as the plural of it. Participles are uſed 
= 7 for 


Coins} 

for nouns, and the parts of ſpeech can't be deter 
mined, in many places, i. e. be made to conform 
to the Latin, without the help of the Context; 
or in other words, the ſame word ſhall in He- 
Hreu, as in Engliſh, be maſculine or feminine, 
active or paſſive, ſingular or plural, as the Con- 
text requires it. And yet one who underſtands 
the tongue ſhall eaſily avoid all thoſe ambiguities, 

which an un{kilful writer ſhall fall into. 

Ibere are two inſtances produced by the Doc- 
tor, viz. u and BY, and he might have 
produced another or two, as DV, which do not 
e retain their van in the plural : but they are 
not parallel to MX. It is not certain that the & 


and N are not fſerviles; and their vain the ſecond 


order; ſo that with it they are participles active, 
and without it nauns; which makes little or no 
alteration in the ſenſe, But paſive and active 

make a great difference in ſenſe, and in ſome 
words more than in others. I have cited the rules, 
and by them we ſee that © added to the ſingu- 
lar, * — the plural maſculine; and var in the 
third order is paſſive ; and words without it con- 
ſtrue as the Context requires it: and he who is 
ever ſo little converſant in the unpointed Text 
will ſee that this breeds no confuſrton. = 
Ihe Doctor ſeemed to doubt, in the L Diſerte- 
tions, whether Aleim, 

« tho' it has a plural termination — may not yet 
have the fignification of a noun fivgular,” p. 71. 
And Mr. Kalmar, ſays, p. 25. 

A mer either have, or not a plural * 

I An 


5 C 
And they inſtance in ſeveral words that they think 
are plural, in form; but ſingular, in ſenſe. ut 
they have not proved that they are any of them 
fmgular, in ſenſe. But ſuppoſe ſo, Are there 
not plural verbs, participles and pronouns uſed 
with Aleim? Is it not ſaid ye are Aleim, ſpeak- 
ing to Princes? And this in the Text of the Ser- 
mon the Gentlemen undertake to confute, and 
yet they always forget to reconcile their interpre- l 
tation of the word to the Text. All writers in 
general, except Aben Ezra and an Apoſtate or 
two more, are agreed, that it is plural in ſenſe as 
in form, tho' they did not know how to recon- 
cile it to their notion of its being a paſſive. This 
has been ſhewn at large over and over again, but 
the Gentlemen think proper to repeat and endea- 
vour to ſtrengthen their doubts of its plurality, 
without taking any notice of the collateral evidence 
for it. And if the ſenſe of a few words, (which 
however doth not yet appear) did differ from their 
Porm, we have reaſon enough to be lure, that this 
, is not one of them, if any ſuch there be. If the 
reaſon of a plural termination doth not always ap- 
pear, we are not ſure there was not one; Mr. 
Kalmar inſtances in ut, D21Hy and Bona — | 
but he has not ſhewn their meaning or proved | 
them fngular in ſenſe; unleſs tranſlating them 
by old age, youth and virginity be a proof. Days 
or years may be underſtood in the two firſt: as 
time is divided into ſeveral portions and periods, 
younger days, and advanced years, or ſomethin got 
that kind (as Dy is Hidden, retired, as in youth, 


and 


i 
: 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 

3 
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(274). 
and jÞt grown old,) would clear the objection from 
| theſe words. And the other is always underſtood 
to include marks or tokens, whatever they were, 
init, Virgins wore a peculiar dreſs and particu- 
lar in "i gnia, and upon that account the word may 
be plural; and thence ſignify the ſtate or years 
of virginity. But all theſe inſtances are beſides 
the queſtion, when Alerm muſt by rule be plural, 
and we have ſuch full evidence otherwiſe that it 
is fo, As we have alſo that it is not a participle 
paſſive, but noun, which there appears no reaſon 
from 2 Text to coultrae in a paſſive ſenſe, did 
not the meaning of the word alſo prohibit it. 
Philo Biblius tranſlated Sanchonathon, and 
 Euſebius has preſerved a fragment of it, which 
the Doctor offers as a proof 
e that the antient traditions confirm the inſer- 


© tion of the va in ſounding NIN, T , 


© uno (AE v Apo NN eren nC Way. p. 180. 
But Philo Biblius is not antient enough to prove 
the Hebrew pronunciation of the word, by ſe- 
ven or eight hundred years. The Syriac pronun- 
ciation 1s another thing. And the Apoltates by 
Philo Bibliuss time had hatched moſt of their 
evaſions of the evidence for Chriſtianity from the 
Hebrew Text. But if this fragment favour the 
ſound, it deſtroys the /enſe the Doctor would give 
the word. Theſe exwau were not the adorable 
Gods, but Collage, commilitones, item Federati. 
See Scapula. Which comes fo near our ſenſe 
of the word, that if we may ſuppoſe, as we have 


but this ſhort account of them, that they were 
ſuch 


(175) 
ſuch Heroes as the Horatii, and Leonidas and 
his men, who devoted themſelves to Death for 
the 000d of their country, making themſelves 
Sacrifices to it, they might be called Ae, in the 
paſſive ſenſe of the word, men who made themſelves 
a Curſe for it. But if they were called D 
(in Phil's time pronounced elverm) only for 
being Confederates, under Oath, as having (worn = 
to ſtand by one another, the Doctor has loſt a 
great deal more in /enſe, than he thought to have 
got in ound; and this fragment, tho' not imper- 
| inch, yet is very incautioiſiy brought, becauſe 
it ſets afide the greateſt part of what he has been 
contending for. And the other inſtance of ca 
for vy would lead one to think that the 5 in 
the firſt, did not ſtand for a var, ſince it is ſo plain 
that  Nands for it in xv. And one inſtance 
weakens, if not deſtroys, che inference from the 
other; for Philo would have wrote eAz«u, not 
N, had he intended to have expreſſed a var. 
Origen might have his Hebrew where St. Je- 
rom had his; and to be ſure would have thought 


it as great a fin to pretend to be wiſer than his 


Teachers, as ſome who arrogate to themſelves 
the imaginary dignity of Fathers do now. 
The Doctor words the next Section with ſome 
Caution. 

* We have better authority ſtill for the pronun- 

& ciation of the ſingular by Eloab or Eh from 

© St, Mark, who writes the ward, uſed by our 

* Saviour on the Croſs, . p. 181. 

We maß have authority to write the / 15 
N, 


. 6 

R, which hath a va by El; but you have 
no authority for Elaab or Eloh either, from St. 
Mark; or if you have authority for E/oh, you 

have none for Eloab. St. Matthew writes a word 

for my God, by ; and the Doctor ſeems to 
take it for granted, that St. Mark and he meant 
the ſame word. Whereas it is very plain that 
our Lord ſpoke to God by different names, and 
called upon him above once, and cried out, 
Eli and Ebi both; and conſequently that St. 


Mark did intend to refer us to the Hebrew word 


MIR. The caſe appeared ſo plain to me, (and I 
believe it will to the Reader, if he look at what 
has been wrote upon it, Examiner Examined, p. 
63. et ſeq.) that I ſaid, perhaps too ludicrouſly, 
that I world refer it to any old woman. An ap- 
peal, which Doctor Sharp has been pleaſed to 
take to himſelf, and give the point in my favour. 


For p. 183. he ſays, 


« If St. Mark intended to refer us to MN, 
which think it will be readily allowed he did.“ 
I have the Doctor's deciſion in my favour then, 


- that St. Mark's Eloi ſtands for 55x which is all 


that I referred to the old woman about; tho' he 
miſquotes my words, and repreſents them in his 
leſi-exaf way of citing, as if it had been 7he 
propriety of applying thrs word to the ſecond Per- 
ſon, which I had referred. Conf, Review p. 182 
and Examiner Examined p. 63. 

«© He has indeed, ſays the Doctor, lodged his 

appeal in the ſafeſt hands for himſelf; for if he 
had referred the matter to perſons of more ſenſe 

ES = and 


(177). 

«and Judgement, he could not have hoped for 

their deciſion in his favour.” _ 

And yet I have Dr. Sharp's decit! fion, mal abr 6- 

bos, in my fayour ; and contrary, it ſeems to his 

intention. 
In the two next pages the Doctor argues upon 

a foundation, which ſuch unant ſwerable objecti- 

ons have been made to, on the authority and in 

tbe words of our own Church, and they have been 
ſo often repeated by us, as the Gentlemen have 
repeated the argument without ſo much as once 
making any reply, (tho' the Doctor does acxnow- - 
ledge in his Differ faitons that we have infinuated, 
that the holy I riters had their reaſons for uſing 7 
the Grech words for the Hebrew, which other 
people then did, tho' for brevity jake, he choſe 
to paſs by a conſider ation of them) that his argu= 
ing again here upon the fame foundation, and 
oppoling the authority of St. Matthew to that of 

Mr. Hutchinſon, is not confiſtent either with 

the deference due to the great men whoſe words 

we have replied in; nor wich the character of a 

diſputant; nor with the character of Dr. Sharp, 

as he gives it us of hicmſelf in his De -dication, and 

Preface to his Di//erta!i9ms, and occationally in 

his Keviero, Where he is all candour and ingenu- 

ity. wo fic, omnia dixiſſet. 

What ſhould have hinder'd their giving Mr. 
6. Hutchinſon s meanings, had their meanings Lhecn 
de the fame, in 1 G7 ck words?” lays the Doc- 
tor p. 18 5. 

Why ſhould you fo often aſk for an anſwer, that 


you have palſcd over for brevity Joke, : as often as 
A a it 


( 90 ) 
it has been given you, as it often has? However 
it may be ſeen in the Tranſlators preface to our 
Engliſh Bible. And when St. Matthew ſays, Eli, 
Eli, that is, my God, my God; and St. Mark, 

Elo, Eloi, which is interpreted, my God, my Ged 

might they not mean, as z# is in Greek, and in- 


terpreted by the words in uſe? Will the Doctor 


ſtand by this interpretation, and ſay that @ezos is 
a participle paſſive; and ſigniſies gdored; and is an 
exact tranſlation of the fimzular and plural both? 
Leet me juſt further obſerve, {ſays our keen adver- 


* ſary) in paſſing, that St. Matthew wrote EM— 
No, St. Matthew writes ya, 

© not az; and St. Mark EN, not A NE, 
& as it ſhould have been according to Mr. Bate, 
«© Mr. Moody, and the Chriſtian Plan.” 
And which of the Evangeliſts would the Doctor 
have us follow in writing "the N in Engliſh; the eta 
of the one, or ep/ilon of the other; or A of them both, 
as well as of all the other inſpired Writers in 
&Coxap? The Doctor doth not ſeem to have con- 
fider'd what he objected to; the authority of the 
Apoſtles being as wc for A as E, and never 
intended to determine us one way or the other; 
they conforming themſelves to the receiv'd tran- 
ſlation, in their worde, and vulgar manner of 
pronouncing them, which was very irregular and 
arbitrary. However the authority of St. Mark is 
as much againit the Doctor's way of writing the 
word, as ours; tho' he did not ſee it, when he 
objected that authority to us; for St. Mark neither 
juſtifies Elogh nor Elob, but El only ; ; and ſo our 
Tranſlators pronounce it. 


We 


5 ( 179 ) 
We come now to MOR, Review p. 18 5. 
<© Their verb 9X with a mutable N, ſhould make 
its participle paſſive N,“ ſay our opponents. 

But this rule doth not hold in Hebrew. y and 
PP paſſives, from Ny and d; and thoſe that 
are formed in 79d, without a var, are all as much 
exceptions to the ſuppoſed rule, as our word is; 
and weaken, it they do not entirely ſet afide, the 
inference from it. See Marius, Y and Y afflic- 
tus. And 1p and Ny ictio; the paſſives be- 
ing uſed as ours. 80 WW quietus; mou and 
Sy (2 Sam. ili. 27.) pax, quies. MIR therefore 
may be an exception, as well as ſo many others. 
And the Gentlemen ſeem to think ſo, becauſe 
they have made no reply to this, tho' it has been 
ſeveral times propoſed to them. fo 
Mr. Hutchinſon inſtanced in M21 as parallel to 
TIX; Mr. Bd. objected on account of a m:ppuck ; 
when that could not be defended without detend- 
ing at the ſame time the whole fardel of Few:/h 
corruptions, it was dropped; till Dr. Sharp re- 
vived it in another form, and argued from a dif- 


ference betwixt a mutable and immutable N, of 


which they can find but one inſtance in the pre- 
| ſent deflection; and they have given no reaſon 
why one word in N ſhould not retain its d in one 
or two deflections, as well as another in all. It 
is the z age of Ng they appeal to, and yet think 


it hard that we ſhould appeal to vſage in IN... 


And we might as well reject their N aq as Hebrew, 
as they our MR. YE TS. 
____ Mr.C. inſtanced in NY, this and many others 
of that fort were objected to as being nouns; we 

SS 04.3 anſwer' d. 
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anſwer'd, which was obvious enough, that ſo 
might os be alſo. And it appears further up- 
on examination, that the participles are uſed as 
nouns; the objection therefore could do the Gen- 
tlemen no ſervice, on both theſe accounts. And 
of both theſe points no notice has been taken by 
our opponents, that I recolle&, There are, I be- 
lieve, as many nouns formed in and 1), as hparti- 
ciples ; ; the mary therefore that are formed in M 
are all authorities for Om], whether noun or par- 
ticiple, the diſtinction depending upon the Con- 
text, or the words being either as they are applied. 
Im was another inſtance, conſtrued nenſtrua- 
ta, and gue fatitur menſtrua by Marius de Cal. 
tho! the Doctor does not believe, he ſays, that Mr. 
Bate can 3 e one Lexicographer who takes it for 
a paſſe. p. 188. And m and M are uſed 
road; | whether as nouns or participles: 
 —nde nom. M at MN debilis, languidus— in- 
_Jirmitas, &gritudo. See Marius de Cal. Tai. xxx. 
22. and Lam. v. 17. the heart MN. Fer. viii. 
18. the heart N. If one be a paſſive, we have 
authority and uſage for the others being ſo. And 
the Doctor ſeems to allow it by ſaying, p. 186. 
that becauſe MT e to be once wrote for 
40 N. I” | 


It happens to be fix times wrote for it, but the 
Doctor ſays, 


888 


it neither has a paſſive 8 p-. 187. 
it has the ſame ſenſe as N. | 


Nor is it in the form of the * poſe,” 
Not in his form, but it is in ours. - 
© If it were infleted like the perfect verbs, with 
* A final, it would be MI— And 


( 181 ) 

And ſhould it not alfo be M, if inflected like the 
imperfect verbs in N? Why may it not avoid the 
reduplication of the van in one voice, as the other? 
The Doctor would make it an active becauſe it 
doth not terminate in ?; and objects to the var 
being wanting in our caſe, which is equally want- | 
ing in his own, The ſenſe of MN in the paſſages 
referred to in SS. and Marius's conſtruction of it, 
the Reader will ſee and judge of for himſelf, Pa- 
rallel to this, are d and V. 
met Y fatur, ebrius, irriguus et inebriatus. 

Marius de Cal. Leigb. Crit. Sac. well liquored. 

See Iſai. lviii. 11. watered. 

y curvus, obliquus, contortus. Marius de 
Cal. and Exe. xxi. 27. thrice, perverjam, Sc. 
our T. in the margin perverted. 
I alſo produced yr, Deut. xxviii. 25. and ap- 


peal to our 7. ranſlation, that it was $ taken | ina pa 
mY ſenſe. 


* But this fort of Foe comes a little out k 


e ee ee 
from me it ſcems; and when << I cond. ſcended /o 
* make uſe of it, J ſhould have given the whole 
« word with its prefix, dy.“ The juſtneſs 
of which cenſure, and direction, I am at a loſs 
for. "The prefix i is no part of the word ; and if, 
as the Doctor ſays, note p. 190. that 
A ſubſtantives are commonly thus uſed, but par- 
© ticiples ſeldom if ever, 
he weakens very much, if not deſtroys his own 
aſſertion, that TIX is a participle paſlive, the 
5 and other /erviles being — to it. Deut. 
xxix. 13. ef alibi. 

I The 


Fg a "" ol s 


(182): 
The marginal reading, a removing, and gr 
I ſhould in juſtice have cited, the Doctor fays, 1 


as much paf/zve, as the textual ; for in wn deere 


nem, for a removing, may mean à thing moved 
and raſſed about; not actively, that they ſhould 


move others, but that others ſhould remove and 
drive them from place to place. 


«© The verſions all give it as a noun and every 
8 Lexicographer. 


But ſtill it is parallel to MOR as having a vau be- 
fore a mutable d; and call it participle or noun, 
ve by the fame authority may call MIX either. 
And fo are My, MX, Ec. &c. And fo is 
ee, Egekb. xxviii, 17. And, it is not fuffict- 
ent to reply that they are all uſed as nouns, p. 191. 
_ unleſs ſome reaſon had been aſſigned why their 


ſuppoſed rule ſhould not hold in the nouns, many 


of which are formed in' and , as well as in the 


participles ; the vau being before a mutable N in 


one as well as the other. And ſome of theſe nouns 


in y preſerve {their N in regim. unchanged, as 


their immutable root does: as My, Pal. xlv. 
5. and Meg, Fob xli. 6. But there is no ſuch 
rule, as they build upon, exiſting, in the He- 

V Bible: tho ſome words are ſo formed, others | 

are not. 

have ſaid, Examiner 1 p. 7 z. that 
vai in the third order is paſſive. 

46 If he means, ſays the Doctor, that ele 
« pabut have vas in the third order, it is true.— 

"That is the rule I appeal to, and that is the gene- 

ral rule; if there be any exceptions to it, it 1s ſtill 

the general rule; and he that would except any 


pat tl- 


183) 


particular word, whoſe form gives it the claim, 
from being within the letter, ſhould aſſign ſome 
reaſon to ſhew it to bea particular caſe, and cannot 


juſtly argue in general. There are exceptions, there- 
fore this is one. If the participles pahul have the 
war in the third order, the var in that order, is 
the 5 of that participle; And they muſt be 
participles fabul, which have it there. The in- 


ſtance of n is not within the rule, the N be- 


ing (or fay only, as it may be, a fervile, and the 
var in the een ad Order. e 
pw, (which the Doctor fays) is active, and 
te ſig titles Oppreſſor, Fer. xxii. 3. . 

is indeed conſtrued ſo; but by rule hould have 
been conitrued oppr aon, as ſo many other parti- 


cipial nouns are; and expreſs the azo done. 


What the Grammars call pabul, is the perſon gf 
fected; this, the thing e fected. Which is as much 


Paſſive, as the other. So oppreſſion is the injury done. 


|S op in Chaldee is inter fector; that and o- 
ther ſuch inſtances, might firſt ſuggeſt to the 


_ Chaldee JeWs, the evaſion of Aleim, or their pro- 


nouncing it Elobim, and fo Ehkah in Daneel, 


might be only the Chaldee pronunciation. But in 
Hebrew ſuch words are Pajjrees, all of them, as 
I take it. 


ep, which is given as another inſtance againſt. 


our new rule, or rather old rule a little enlarged, = 
is miſconſtrued, as the laſt was: and according 


to rule ſhould be the Duteby inſtead of the He, 
the diviſion or diſtrict governed by him. Cen. 


- xxxvi. 15. Theſe are the Dutchies of the 


6c * ſons of Eſau, — * Dutchy of Teman, the 
18 — 


Dutchy of Omar, a and ſoon, The Govern- 
eds, (to form a word after the Hebrew faſhion, or 
prœſecturæ, ) not the Governors; and ſo in other 
places. P/al. lv. 14. not 1 but Diſciple, 


one inſtructed. Prov. it. 17. the Guide, as it 


means the inſtruction, which ſhe received in her 
youth. Chap. xvi. 28. 4 Whiſperer ſeparateth 
MR, as we ſay, a whole neighbourhood; ſets a 
whole town at variance. 

The Hebrewo is an ideal language; and names 


are definitions or deſcriptions in one word, and 
ſometimes two compounded. And the Reader 
muſt ſee the neceſſity of ſetling the idea of a 


word before the propriety or impropriety of the 


grammatical ſigns can be determined. And this 


more properly belongs to the rule about the ſame- 
neſs of idea in Hebrew 4vords, which is to be ex- 
amined into by and by. And I ſhall only ob- 


ſerve here, that an accurate tranſlation, whe- 
ther from want cf an adequate word, in the 
Tranſlator's language; or from his inattention ; 


or being miſled by others whoſe buſineſs it was 
to confound, or for any other accidental reaſon, 


the bare tranſlation, I fay, ought not to be 
looked on, as a ſufficient explication of a word. 


The propriety of the faſive vau appears in moſt 
words at firſt fight, and my upon examination 
in others. 

pm gratieſus, and c miſericors, are paſſ des 
in farm, and in ſenſe. | 

The root j is Grace, Favour; what pro- 
ceeds from good will or affection, not from re- 
ward or hire, We ule the phra of priching 
or 


(185) 
or fring upon a thing we like; Wink is one who 
acts from the affections being ſo fixed. One fix- 
ed; meaning, in affection. And I apprehend, 
the application of this word, which they make 
another root of, under Na, to fixing any thing 
in the ground, as pitching a tent, and fixing a 
ſpear down, illuſtrates che idea of the word, 

DN. This word, ſays Leigh, Crit. Sac. fig- 
niſios bowels and mercy; for mercy ariſes from 
the moving of the Bowels, Then BN is one 
fo moved, and it is a folie. Gen. xlin. 29. His 
bowels Wyn did yearn. Was not Joſeph En 
moved or affected in his bowels, at this time? 
Take one paſſage, the firſt in the Concordance, 
where theſe two word: are uſed together. 2 Kings 
5 23. The Lord iv was gracicus unto them, ana 
Derr had a 2 on them, becauſe of hrs 
Covenant, and would not deſiroy them. His mind 
was fixed upon them, an: J his bowels were mov- 
ed towards them. 
a and 2 are two ot] her inſtances ſuppoſed 
to be ave in ſenſe, tho' faſſive in form. 
D Marius de Cal. ales u1ribus, virtute, 
fjortiti dine, aufroritate, And the paſſiue 131 
Marius, vir bellica virtute proditus, not one 
who ſtrengthens, or gives po ER and dignity to 
another; but endowed with it himſall. One 
waxcd or grown eminent. 80 David's mighty 
men, or men renowned wn might. Deut. x. 17. 
The God, Man the naonifed, 237 the re- 
nowned for might, TENT. might had been ſeen 
and acknowledged, ) and R177 terrible or feared, 
IM, mobit, agitavit, quadam alacrit: ate, 4. 
Bb of 


. (186) 

it, Leigh. Whether acuti, be a proper tranſla- 
tion of YN, Prov. x. 4. © The hand of (as 

we render it) be diligent maketh rich,” I ſhall 
ſubmit, without ſaying any thing in its behalf. 
If I am fo happy as to ſuggeſt an idea, or lead 
ſome into the meaning of a word, and be the 
cauſe of mirth to others, I ſhall think myſelf 


happy. And I flatter myſelf that it is not ſo 


very certain, that I u¹ be miſtaken in ſuppoſing 
that every word which | as a vau in the third order 


muſt be a paſſive, whether it may come directly 


under the term pabul or no. And I have now 


gone thro the Review, and paſſed nothing that 
relates to the ſenſe of Ale, and the grammatical 


conſtruction of its derivatives Alzzm and Alue: 


Words, which if they are fairly conſtrued by 


Mr. Hutchinſon, and if we can maintain that 


conſtruction, will confound all religions but the 


Chriſtian, and put the great Articles of it out of 

all doubt to thoſe, who acknowledge the He- 

. Scriptures to be the Word of God, and ori- 

ginal cvidence of our Faith, which we are taught 

in every page almoſt, ot once by accident, but in 
every page almoſt of the new Teſtament. 


Doctor Sharp has given us ſome trouble, and it 


pleaſes him. 


(0 


Cc 


© he, in the Hebrew.” 


Navuyhty language this for ſo good a man to uſe. 
But he has given us ſome trouble; and we our? 
ſelves motc, than the objections, tho' not he 


dignity 


have been able it ſeems, to 0 V iet ſo 
pertinently, as to have exeired; and exertiſed. 
the pens, of fo many and ſo great Ad pis, ſays 


(1 87 5 12 
dirnity of the Objector, ALOE Forgive us this 
wrong; but reproach us not with being Adepts in 
| Hebrew, or for making it our own ſtudy , and do- 
ing what we can to encourage and f, lis the 
ſtudy of it in others. Hebrew is the language 
of God, and contains the records of our Faith. 
What, they call Arabic, the forgery of Antichriſt, 
and G N and Chaldee, meer names | Strange, 
that being Adepts in SS. ſhould be matter of ri- 
dicule; and the ecchoing out of Syr;ac, Chaldee 
and Arabic be deemed a piece of honour. Ii 
cat ore Trilinguis. It is eaſy for men of learn- 
ing and more than ordinary leiſure, to ſit 
down and raiſe objections; and make what- _ 
ſoever they pleaſe look plauſible enough at firſt 
view; and perhaps at laſt, to almoſt perſuade 
_ themſelves into the belief of what was only at firſt 
ſtarted to puzzle a cauſe, (or like Orators at the 
bar, pleading for money or reputation,) to make 
the beſt of one fide of a queſtion only. This is 
often the caſe, when truth is nt the fole motive 
of the conteſt; as it confeſſediy was not of Dr. 
Sbarp's faking up the pen in this diſpute. So whe- 
ther he really thought his objeRions unanſwerable 
or not; or would overbear our weakneſs by his 
ſuperior learning and authority, and perplex us 
with difficulties, whoſe chief ſtrength lay in the 
art of the Manager, I cannot tell. This I am fure 
of, that he muſt know ſome of them to be no 
more than nothing at all. And if he ſhould at 
laſt be obliged to leave he little Cavillors in poſ- 
lelſion of the argument, his regret will be the 
leſs, if his value for the truth be the greater. 


I have 
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4 have now only my oa to return to the 
5 el Dr. Sharp for his advice to me at the cloſe 
of his Pamphlet, tho? not for the charge of Hereſy. 
But as he is pleaſed to lecture me with the hu- 
mility of the holy Father, and charity of a Con- 


ſervator of the Faith, I accept it accordingly: 


And beg leave to aſſure him that I have not 


forgot, 


4 ny atten to the Doctrine and Faith Pro- 


* feſſed in the Church of England. way 


Which Doctrine is contained in the Homilies, 5 
Creeds, and Articles. The Catholick ſtile to 1 


Clergy of our Church is that of the Creeds. There 
we read that 


„ in this Trinity, none is afore or after another— 


e aq coequal, ny 


This 1 firmly believe. And if the Doctor can lay 
his hand upon his heart, and ſay be firmly be- 
lieves it too, it is very well. And if ſome have 
taken, or miſtaken, notions from others, and ap- 
plied the terms in our Creeds which are relative 
to the Oeconomy of the Covenant, as explana- 


tory of the original of Perſons who never began to 
be, and thereby have confounded 1 and 


others, let them ſce to it, who, when all is made 


clear, intelligible and conſiſtent, chuſe to follow 
. perſins rather than Truth. 
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but the whole three Perſons coeternal together, 


